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PROCEEDINGS OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



MONDAY, 13th JUNE, 1955 

Present : 

HUBERT HULL, Esq., C.B.E. {President) 
A. E. SEWELL, Esq. 

J. C. POOLE, Esq., C.B.E., M.C. 



Mr. HAROLD I. WILLIS, Q.C., and Mr. E. S. FAY 
(instructed by Mr. M. H. B. Gilmour, Chief Legal 
Adviser to the British Transport Commission) appeared 
on behalf of the British Transport Commission. 

Mr. GEOFFREY LAWRENCE, Q.C., Mr. LEON 

MACLAREN and Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed 
by Mr. J. G. Barr, Solicitor to the London County Council) 
appeared on behalf of the London County Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY LAWRENCE, Q.C., Mr. LEON 

MACLAREN and Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed 
by Mr. J. G. Barr) appeared on behalf of the Middlesex 
County Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY LAWRENCE, Q.C., Mr. LEON 

MACLAREN and Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed 
by Mr. J. G. Barr) appeared on behalf of the Essex County 
Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY LAWRENCE, Q.C., Mr. LEON 

MACLAREN and Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed 
by Mr. J. G. Barr) appeared on behalf of the Surrey 
County Council. 

Mr. DUDLEY COLLARD and Mr. A. K. TWADDLE 
(instructed by Mr. E. R. Farr, Town Clerk) appeared 
on behalf of the Barking Borough Council. 

Mr. DUDLEY COLLARD and Mr. A. K. TWADDLE 
(instructed by Mr. E. R. Farr) appeared on behalf of 
the South Essex Traffic Advisory Committee. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON, M.P., and Mr. ALISTAIR 
DAWSON (instructed by Mr. A. McCarlie Findlay, Town 
Clerk) appeared on behalf of the Wanstead and Woodford 
Borough Council. 



{President) : Before I call upon you, Mr. Willis, there 
are one or two pieces of machinery I want to mention. 
The first is that any objector who wants his name to 
appear on the printed transcript must complete the form 
which I gather is available for entries of that sort. 

The second point is that we cannot have the use of 
this hall tomorrow afternoon, therefore we shall have to 
adjourn at mid-day. We can have it for the rest of the 
week and, if next week be important, perhaps a note 
might be made that we shall not be able to sit on the 
morning of Wednesday the 22nd lune or at all on the 
21st and 30th. Subject to that we shall sit every day, 
Monday to Friday, unless there be some cause for 
adjourning for one or two days at any particular moment. 
I think today we shall adjourn at quarter to one in order 
that everybody may find where they can conveniently 
lunch, and we shall have to rise a few minutes before 
4 because I have an engagement I cannot omit at 4.30 in 
another place. 

Can you give me any indication, without any inconveni- 
ence, as to how long your opening statement and your 
evidence-in-chief of any witnesses you call may be? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): I should say my opening will be 
finished in about two hours and our evidence-in-chief will 
occupy I should have thought just a day or a day and 
a half. Roughly two full days, I would have thought, 
should cover our opening and our evidence-in-chief on 
the material which we propose at this stage to present to 
the Tribunal. 

{President) : That is all the information I wish on that 
matter at the moment. 

{Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence) : Before my learned friend 
opens the case will you allow me to mention one matter 
arising out of what you have said and arising out of the 
procedure followed last year? I appear for four asso- 
ciated County Councils, London, Middlesex, Surrey and 



Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON, M.P., and Mr. ALISTAIR 
DAWSON (instructed by Mr. D. J. Osborne, Town Clerk) 
appeared on behalf of Leyton Borough Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON, M.P., and Mr. ALISTAIR 
DAWSON (instructed by Mr. G. A. Blakeley, Town Clerk) 
appeared on behalf of the Walthamstow Borough Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON, M.P., and Mr. ALISTAIR 
DAWSON (instructed by Mr. I. W. Faulkner, Clerk to the 
Council) appeared on behalf of the Chigwell Urban 
District Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON, M.P., and Mr. ALISTAIR 
DAWSON (instructed by Mr. R. H. Buckley, Town Clerk) 
appeared on behalf of the East Ham County Borough 
Council. 

Mr. GEOFFREY RIPPON, M.P., and Mr. ALISTAIR 
DAWSON (instructed by Mr. G. E. Smith, Town Clerk) 
appeared on behalf of the West Ham County Borough 
Council. 

Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed by Messrs. 
Carpenter Wilson and Smith) appeared on behalf of the 
London Passengers’ Association. 

Mr. ARCHIBALD GLEN, Town Clerk, appeared on 
behalf of the Southend-on-Sea County Borough Council. 

Mr. F. A. RULES, represented the Federation of 
Residents’ Associations in the County of Kent. 

Mr. H. J. A. KNOTT, represented the Barons Court 
Liberal Association. 



Essex, who have objected to these proposals, and it would 
be a very great help, as it was last year, for those clients 
for whom I appear if I was not called upon to cross- 
examine the Commission’s witnesses seriatem but if I 
heard the case presented by my friend and his witnesses 
and then if the Tribunal would give me the time they 
thought appropriate for consideration of such points of 
objection I desire to submit. It would be most helpful 
if you could indicate (if it is not too early for me to 
ask it) if that is to be the procedure. 

{President) : I will deal with that after the adjournment, 
Mr. Lawrence, if that will be convenient to you. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : May it please the Tribunal, in 
this application I appear on behalf of the British Trans- 
port Commission with my learned friend Mr. Fay. It 
is an application to amend the 1954 British Transport 
Commission (Passenger) Charges Scheme. The applica- 
tion for that alteration is made pursuant to Section 79 
of the Transport Act 1947. Except in one respect these 
alterations, for which permanent authority is being sought 
at this Inquiry, came into operation on the 5th June 
of this year under the Order that the Tribunal made 
on the 28th April, 1955, under Section 23 of the Trans- 
port Act, 1953, that section being, of course, the section 
which introduced a special procedure for enabling tem- 
porary authorisation of increased charges to be made 
without an Inquiry to meet increased costs. This tem- 
porary Order having been made by the Tribunal it became 
the duty of the Commission under the Act within one 
month of the making of this Order to apply for an altera- 
tion to the 1954 Scheme. It is of course to be noted 
that the proviso to sub-section 7 of Section 23 does in 
fact permit an application for alterations to be different 
from the alterations which were authorised by the tem- 
porary Order, but in fact in the present case the only 
difference in what we are seeking today from what you 
authorised in the Order under Section 23 is an increase 
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of 15 per cent, in the maximum charge for excess luggage. 
That is designed to bring those charges into line with 
the Commission’s charges for parcels traffic recently in- 
creased by a like percentage. The amount involved is 
only £20,000, and I doubt if we shall hear very much 
about that matter at this Inquiry. That is the only 
respect. Sir, in which our application today differs from 
that which has been authorised. 

This is the first application which has come before 
your Tribunal for an alteration of a charges scheme. 
Certain other matters were said to be alterations as you 
will recall in the past, but this is the only one which 
is in fact an application for an alteration. It differs 
from all the previous applications with which you have 
been concerned. I would suggest for the consideration 
of the Tribunal on this occasion that there is today a 
rather more limited question for your consideration, 
namely, not whether the Scheme as a whole is justified 
but whether the alterations to the existing Scheme which 
we are seeking are justified. In those circumstances it 
is reasonable, and I hope it will be possible, to deal with 
this application in a somewhat simpler and shorter way 
than has been our experience on former occasions. 

I conceive that the question which really concern the 
provisions of the existing Scheme are not relevant at 
this Inquiry unless they are affected by the alterations 
which we are seeking.. I say that. Sir, for the reason 
that when one comes to look at some of the objections 
which have been put forward to this application it does 
appear as if the objectors were seeking not to deal only 
with the alterations but to raise points which are really 
points of criticism of the existing Scheme. 

{President) : What you are saying, Mr. Willis, is that 
under Section 79 (4) this Inquiry is an Inquiry into the 
application, is it not? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : Yes, into the application which is 
an application for alterations and that, although no doubt 
one will not seek to draw too rigid a line, distinguishes 
the matter from the other cases. 

The application for the temporary increases under 
Section 23 had to be based under the Section on certain 
conditions and if the Tribunal would be good enough 
just to turn to Section 23 I would like to refer to the 
provisions for a moment. Section 23 (1) is expressed 
in this way ; “ If it appears to the Commission that the 
following conditions are fulfilled, that is to say — {a) that 
there has been or will be an increase in their costs which 
will, unless met quickly by an increase in their charges, 
seriously affect their financial position ; and {b) that the 
necessary increase of their revenue cannot reasonably be 
obtained without making charges greater than those 
authorised by the charges schemes for the time being in 
force, they may take either or both of the following 
courses ”. We took the course put in (i) and came to the 
Tribunal. “They may apply to the Transport Tribunal 
under this subsection for temporary amendments of all 
or any of the schemes (being schemes devoted exclusively 
or principally to determining the charges to be made for 
the carriage of passengers) so as to increase all or any of 
the charges authorised by the schemes.” 

It is perhaps worth my calling attention to proviso {b) 
to subsection (2) which provides “ that the Tribunal, on 
any such application . . . {b) shall not make an order 
which in their opinion will result in the revenue of the 
Commission from passenger transport services provided 
for the purposes of so much of their undertaking as is 
at the passing of this Act being carried on through the 
London Transport Executive being increased by more 
than so much of the increase in the costs of the Com- 
mission which was the occasion of the application as is 
properly apportionable to the provision of such services.” 
That is to say that the passengers in London are not 
to have to pay, so far as the London Transport Executive 
services are concerned, increases under this temporary pro- 
cedure greater than the amount of costs which the London 
Transport services have had to incur. I do not think I 
need read the first proviso which deals with the 10 per 
cent. 

The present application to make the alterations (which 
are at present subject to the temporary Order) permanent 
by an amendment of the 1954 Scheme is substantially 
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based on the same factors as were the bases of the 23 
application. First of all we are going to submit to the 
Tribunal figures showing increases of cost since the hear- 
ing of the 1954 Scheme in connection with the services 
provided in the London area which cause, when looked 
at together with all the other factors, a reduction of net 
traffic receipts of a very substantial amount. That will 
be the first matter we shall put before the Tribunal at this 
Inquiry. We shall then seek to satisfy the Tribunal that 
that reduction in net traffic receipts in the London area 
is of such a magnitude as to make it necessary in order 
to safeguard so far as is possible the financial position of 
the Commission to deal with those heavy increases in 
cost. Thirdly, we shall submit that those increases in 
cost and that loss of revenue can only be met by an 
increase in fares. Those are the three broad matters, and 
perhaps there is a fourth ; so far as the increases in fares 
are concerned we shall submit that the proposals which 
we have made for those increases and which are at present 
in operation are proper in order to produce the extra 
revenue we are seeking. 

May I straight away deal with this first point of the 
reduction in net receipts in the London area since the 
last hearing, and I propose for convenience to deal first 
of all with London Transport. I desire just to pick out at 
this stage, without troubling you to look at the tables, the 
salient figures which have gone to bring about that worsen- 
ing of the position. There are not very many figures, and 
I think therefore it will be convenient to do it in this 
way. The figures will of course be picked up again when 
we look at the tables. The factors bringing about the 
worsening of this position are primarily the wages element. 
The public in London and elsewhere over the last year or 
two have been made increasingly aware of the insistent 
demands by workers in the transport industry for higher 
wages. The public have also from time to time been 
aware of the shortages of staff which have existed in cer- 
tain parts of the London Transport undertaking. The 
public may not however, I venture to think, have ever 
appreciated the size of the increases which London 
Transport have had to bear over the last few months. 
Since the coming into force of the 1954 Scheme London 
Transport have had to or will have to bear in a full year 
an increased burden of wages amounting to no less than 
£3 •2m. 

{President) : Since when? 

{Mr. Harold Willis)'. That £3 -2111., Sir, is a figure 
which starts from the date when you heard the last appli- 
cation. There were trifling alterations up to the end of 
1954 of only a few hundred-thousands, as Mr. James will 
explain. The big increase making up almost all of this 
£3-2m. came into force at the beginning _ of 1955, 
and will of course be operative in a fully notional year. 
None of those increases was considered of course, or 
taken into account at all, at your hearing of the last 
application. Added to that. Sir, is a figure of £0-2m. 
in a full year arising from additional National Insurance 
contributions. Those were effective from the 6th June, 
1955. Price levels show no substantial change ; coal prices 
show no substantial change, perhaps 1 should say for the 
time being, but certainly there has been an indication 
from what one has read in the paper that substantial 
further increases in the price of coal may arise in future, 
but they are not taken into account. You will be told that 
a very substantial amount, of course, is involved in every 
shilling that coal goes up in price. At the moment those 
are not included in the figures, but they are certainly 
things which appear to be looming up in the near future. 
That £3-4m., the £3-2m. wages and the £0-2m. National 
Insurance, is offset by certain reductions in costs other 
than those which are attributable to mileage changes. 
That figure is a figure of £0-2m., so we get the £3 •4m. 
reduced to £3-2m. In addition to that there is a further 
reduction in cost due to a reduction in mileage in this 
future year to meet the decline in traffic. That comes 
to a figure of £2-3m. As a result of that the net increase 
of working expenses in the future year as compared with 
the position at the hearing of the last application there is 
£0-9m ; that is on the expenditure side. 

Turning to the other side, owing to the lower volume 
of traffic anticipated in this future year a reduction in 
receipts of £l-8m. is anticipated. Adding those two figures 
together, the increased cost of £0-9m. and the lower 
receipts of £l-8m., we get a variation and a reduction in 
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the net traffic receipts of £2-7m. That £2-7m. is reduced 
by £0Tm. because there is a small increase anticipated in 
the net revenue from commercial advertising and letting 
of sites. So that, so far as London Transport is concerned, 
the position in this future year is a reduction of £2-6m. 
That is the position so far as London Transport. 

May I now look at London lines for a moment? London 
lines have of course had to bear, since the last hearing, 
their proportion of the increases in wages rates and price 
levels on British Railways’ freight and passenger services 
as a whole. Those increases for those services as a whole 
have been calculated at a figure of £29m., which includes 
£L5m. for increases in depreciation. 

{Mr. Poole)-. Will you say it again? 

{Mr. Harold V/illis): The total is £29m., which includes 
£1.5m. due to increases in the depreciation provision. 

{Mr. Poole) : Then is the rest of that wages? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : Wages accounts for £22-5m. and 
the balance is other variations in cost. £22-5m. is the 
wages. 

{President): £l-5m. depreciation? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): £L5m., depreciation; £3-5m., coal 
prices ; £L5m., National Insurance ; £20-5m., salary and 
wage rates. That builds up to £22- 5m. and the balance 
is other variations in cost. 

{President): £]-5m., depreciation? 

(Mr. Harold Willis): £1.5m., depreciation; £3. 5m. coal 
prices; £1.5m. National Insurance; £20-5m. salary and 
wage rates. That builds up to the £29m. Mr. 
Winchester will tell you in addition to that total of 
£29m. that there are certain other increases which are 
less easy to calculate and less easy to apportion against 
London Lines, and for the moment I do not propose to 
rely upon those, but there is that addition which would 
somewhat increase the £29m. 

London Lines expenses have of course in the past 
been matters of very considerable controversy, and I am 
anxious if possible at this Inquiry to present the London 
Lines position in such a way as to avoid going over 
controversial matters at all. 

The question to be determined is what proportion of 
that £29m., taking that lower and conservative figure, is 
apportionable to London Lines. We m.ade, if you recall. 
Sir, in the 1954 Scheme, an estimate, after very full 
costings of London Lines expenses, and the expenses 
so costed represented, as a percentage, 5-2 per cent, of 
the total costs of the British Railways Services as a whole. 
You will recall. Sir, that in your Memorandum of 1953, 
you referred to the question of the London Lines, and 
you adopted a figure for expenses of £19-34m., which, 
as a matter of note, is on page 13 of your Memorandum. 
That £19-34m. represented 5 per cent, of the total rvork- 
ing expenses of British Railways as shown in the relevant 
accounts. I propose. Sir, in order to avoid matters of 
controversy and to be on the conservative side, to adopt 
that 5 per cent., and if we adopt that 5 per cent, and 
apply that to the £29m., we get to a figure for Lon(]|pn 
Lines of increased costs of £l'45m. Bearing in mind, if 
I may remind the Tribunal, that, on what we regard as 
a proper view of this matter, the £29m. might fall to 
be increased somewhat above that figure. But eliminating 
those more doubtful items, we get the £29m. at 5 per 
cent., producing £l-45m. 

Against this £l'45m. extra costs for London Lines there 
has to be set some anticipation of increase in receipts. 

{President): fL45m. is the arithmetic? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): I have not done it, but I am told 
it is. Sir. 

Against that £L45m. we think that there can be set 
some small increase in receipts at existing charges of 
£0-3m. due to some anticipation of a small rising tendency- 
in the London Lines receipts. 

{President): £0'3m.? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): £0'3m.. Sir.' That for London 
Lines produces a net deterioration of the position of 
£1-1 5m. If we just put those two figures together — 
London Transport and London Lines — we get £2'6m. 
deterioration for London Transport; and £l-]5m. for 
London Lines — total £3-75m. The significance of those 
figures will be seen when one comes to look at the esti- 
mated yield of the alterations proposed, because that yield 
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is really more or less precisely the amount of the increase 
in costs. 

We are not seeking by this application, as the figures 
will show abundantly, to do more than seek by the 
increases of fares to offset those increases in cost. So 
much for the first proposition which I indicated, the 
increases in costs and the deterioration in the position 
since the last Hearing, so far as the London area is 
concerned. 

The second matter I want to deal with, is the effect 
on the Commission of that deterioration and the need, 
in those circumstances, to take some remedial action. The 
Tribunal again will, I am sure, forgive me if I refer to 
the 1953 Memorandum, which does in my submission 
plainly demonstrate that a state of affairs such as is now 
revealed was, in the view of the Tribunal in 1953, some- 
thing which had to be dealt with. 

{President) : This is your second point which you are 
on now? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : This is the second point ; having 
quantified the worsening, I then come to the second point 
that something must be done about it. 

{President): The worsening is £3-57m.? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): The worsening is £3'75m.: £2-6m. 
for the London Transport, £1-1 5m. for London Lines. 

May I, Sir, ask you just to look at Paragraph 25 on Page 
14, where you say: “ It was recognised by everybody who 
addressed us that if it were true that the London Area 
services would in “ Y ” year, as matters now stood, be 
running at a substantial loss, some remedy must be found. 
The Commission submit that any such prospective deficit 
could only be avoided by an increase in fares. The princi- 
pal counter-submissions are considered in the following 
three paragraphs.” 

Then in Paragraph 29 the Tribunal say ; “ We are satis- 
fied that the only way by which the London Area services 
can be made self-supporting is by an immediate increase 
in their charges ” and finally, in Paragraph 32, the Tri- 
bunal say : “ It may be useful if, before turning to some 
of the objections which could not be directly concerned 
with the financial issue we have so far discussed, .we 
summarise our conclusions on this, the capital matter. 
These conclusions are: (1) That the London Area services 
in “ Y ” year will at the present level of fares be running 
at a loss of a little less than £5m. a year ; (2) That the only 
feasible remedy for this state of affairs is a general in- 
crease in fares ; (3) That the additional revenue can best 
be obtained by the increase provided by the scale scheduled 
to the scheme modified in the manner described in para- 
graph 31 ; (4) That these increases may be expected to 
produce additional revenue of the order of £5-6m. ; (5) 
That the difference of, say, £0-6m. between this additional 
revenue and the amount of the prospective deficit is no 
more than is reasonably necessary to provide for possible 
errors in the forward estimates and minor contingencies, 
generally.” 

It was plainly, in my submission, implicit in the decision 
of the Tribunal in 1953, and, indeed, in their decision on 
the 1954 Application, that a position such as is revealed 
in the London Area must, from the point of view of the 
broad finances of the Commission, be dealt with and the 
appropriate remedy found. The financial position of the 
Commission as a whole is plainly today such as to make 
this Application of an even far greater importance than 
any of the earlier Applications. 

{President) : This Memorandum of July, 1953, was before 
the Transport Act of 1953 came into force, I think. The 
Inquiry was before that. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): The Inquiry was before. You re- 
call, Sir, that you made certain modifications in the Scheme 
following on the passing of that Act. 

{President) : Yes. Whether it ought to have done or not 
is a matter for question, but it does, in fact, make no 
reference to the change in the law whereby a Passenger 
Charges Scheme and any other scheme must be confined 
to maximum charges. It deals with the proposals we 
considered at that Inquiry as if we were dealing with the 
fares which were to be charged as fixed points. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): That is perfectly true. Sir. 

{President): The 1953 Act came into force some time in 
the middle of the Inquiry. 

A 3 
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{Mr. Harold Willis): The 6th May, 1953. That was the 
date of the passing of it. It came into force on that day, 
I think. Sir. 

{President): We had begun the Inquiry then, I think. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): Yes, Sir. 

Figures will be put before you in the tables showing 
the financial position of the Commission in 1954 and 
the estimated position in the future years. The 1954 
figures. Sir, which we shall put before you are really 
the actual figures for 1954, but they cannot be so taken 
because they have not yet been laid before the House ; 
but they can be taken as the final figures for that year. 

{President): When is the Report going to be issued? 
The last statement was “ some time in June ”. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : I am told “ by the end of the 
month,” perhaps, would be a more cautious way of putting 
it. 

Those figures, as we shall see when we look at them, 
do show a very substantial deficit. Nothing that happened 
over the last few weeks is likely to make that deficit any 
the less, and the Commission is plainly faced with a grave 
financial position. I should be surprised if any of my 
learned friends will seek to argue from that that that 
makes it any the less necessary to make the London 
Services pay for the increased costs which have been in- 
curred in London. If any such suggestion is made, I 
venture to submit that that would be merely a Council 
of Despair. 

Plainly, in a deteriorating position such as the Commis- 
sion for a variety of reasons find themselves in, it becomes 
more and more vital to make each element of their ser- 
vices pay for the true cost of those services. It will be 
given to you in evidence that the Commissions have taken, 
apart from putting this Application forward, other steps- 
to increase their revenue to meet these increases in costs. 

As you will know. Sir, the railway freight, dock and 
canal charges were increased on the 5th June, 1955, by 
either 1\ or, in certain cases, 15 per cent. The British 
Railways ordinary fares have gone up by 1\ per cent, 
from the 5th June, and adjustments in various categories 
of cheap fares in operation outside London will be made 
as conditions permit. But companies outside London 
owned by the Commission have in nearly all cases already 
increased their fares after Hearings before the Area 
Licensing Authorities, and, of course, it will be within 
the Tribunal’s knowledge that bus companies which are 
not controlled or owned by the Commission are likewise 
putting applications forward at very regular intervals for 
increases of fares to meet their rising costs. British Road 
Services have from the 28th March, 1955, increased by 
varying amounts their charges for small consignments, and 
other charges are being increased where practicable ; and 
in all their other activities, ships, hotels and catering, again 
increases are being put in wherever possible to meet 
increased costs. 

Of course, as the Tribunal will appreciate, the Com- 
mission have always got to have their eye on the question 
as to the effect of increases in relation to revenue, as of 
course has been done in the case of London. Now, Sir, 
that is the second point, that these increases in costs in 
London will gravely affect the general financial position 
of the Commission, and, particularly at the present time, it 
is essential to find some remedial action to meet that 
position. 

We submit, as the third proposition here, that the only 
answer is the fare increases for which we are seeking 
permanent authority. The Commission are quite unable 
to suggest any other way in which £3-75m. of extra cost 
can be met, except by fare increases. The Commission 
are of course conscious, as conscious as are the Objectors, 
of the undesirability of constant fare increases ; but in 
present circumstances there certainly appear to be no sort 
of alternative. Of course, no doubt if London's traffic 
congestion could be got rid of with a stroke of the pen, 
or if working hours could be staggered in a way to 
reduce the impact of the peaks, -then no doubt the 
position of London Transport and the London Area 
generally would he improved ; but plainly those matters 
which have been debated for so long are, if anything, only 
long-term remedies which can have no sort of bearing or 
application to the present problem with which the Tribunal 
is faced. We submit that there cannot really seriously be 
suggested any alternative to the increases of fares which 
we propose. 
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Finally, Sir, the fourth point is that the fare increases 
which we are suggesting here and which have been already 
on a temporary basis authorised by the Tribunal are the 
ones which in the most reasonable and fairest way provide 
the extra revenue which is needed. 

If I may now come to the quantum of the increases 
which we are seeking, I should like first to make it clear — 
it will be, of course, clear to the Tribunal, but not perhaps 
to everybody — that these alterations which are being 
sought by this Application do not involve any alterations 
in the general pattern or the general principles which 
have applied to the earlier schemes. The yield of the 
alterations so far as London Transport is concerned is a 
figure of £2'6m. comparing that with the worsening of the 
London Transport financial position of £2-7m. In the 
case of London Lines, the alterations which are the subject 
matter of this Application come to £0'9m. compared with 
their worsening of £lT5m. 

It is right that I should at this stage point out, as will 
be seen when we look at the tables, that London Lines are 
in fact getting an additional £0-3m. due to the increases 
of British Railways at 74 per cent., but that, of course, 
is done within the existing powers, and it is not a matter 
for which the authority of the Tribunal has to be sought. 
But if one takes London Lines on a broad basis, the extra 
burden falUng on them under the Scheme and as a result 
of the British Railways increases, is £T2m., as compared 
with the worsening of £T15m.. It cannot be suggested, 
in my submission, in those circumstances, that we are 
seeking here more than is necessary to meet the costs. 
We have cut the matter very close indeed. Past experience 
has shown, I venture to submit, that perhaps we have 
been too cautious in the amount of increases which we 
have sought, because experience has shown how quickly 
the increases in fares have been overtaken ; but no sort of 
criticism can be -made that too much is being sought. It 
might be said we are seeking too little. 

{Mr. Poole) : It is a very small matter, but you men- 
tioned the London Transport Executive worsening as 
£2-7m. ; I have it down as £2-6m. Does that mean you 
ignored the commercial advertising? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : You are quite right. It should 
have been £2- 6m. ; that is the right figure to have in your 
mind. I am afraid I took the traffic position without the 
advertising. So far as London Transport is concerned 
we are, so far as we can, precisely covering the extra 
cost by -the increased fares and so far as London Lines 
are concerned we are seeking less under the scheme, but 
in -the aggregate £0'5m. more. That is the £lT5m. as 
compared with the £T2m. 

{Mr. Poole): But I take it that, working on this per- 
centage basis of 5 per cent., those increases of 74 per 
cent, or £275,000 would be included in that 5 per cent. 
We are working on a basis of 5 per cent, of 29 per cent., 
so if you are going to compare the allocated expenses of 
London Lines against that, you would put the £275,000 
derived from the 74 per cent, increase or not. 

{J)Jr. Harold Willis) : We have not quite done it like 
that. What we have done for the purpose of presentation 
is: We have set those increased expenses of £T45m., our 
increased level of receipts. 

{Mr. Poole): That is £0'3m.? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): Yes. That produces a deterioration 
in the London Lines of £lT5m. ; and we are saying, in 
effect, that by the Scheme we are seeking to meet £0-9m. 
of that, and we are getting, by alterations outside the 
Scheme, an additional £0-3m. So that London Lines’ net 
position after the Scheme and the British Railways altera- 
tions will be only £0'5m. better than they were before. 

{Mr. Poole) : I understand that under the Scheme ; but 
if you are going to compare figures you are taking 5 per 
cent, of £29m. as your basis to start with, £T45 m., against 
which you are setting £0'3m. for a small increase in 
receipts on existing charges. Is that £0-275m. part of that 
f0-3m.? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): No, Sir; they are different. The 
£0’3m. increase is because there is more traffic offering. 
The £0'275m. is due to the level of ordinary fares on 
London Lines going up under the general increase. 

{Mr. Poole): But what I am getting at is: Is your 5 
per cent, ignoring any revenue which comes to the London 
Lines from ordinary fares. 
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{Mr. Harold Willis) : The 5 per cent, is a percentage 
applied to the expenses side only. 

{Mr. Poole) : I know ; but you have to set revenue 
against it. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : Yes, but it is not a net figure. At 
that stage it is only expenses ; we set revenue against it 
at the later stage. We first of all set against it the improve- 
ment in the traffic offering, that is the £0-3m., and that 
gives the net position today as compared with what it was 
on the last occasion ; a deterioration of £lT5m. Then 
we follow it up this way; we say that by the Scheme 
we are going to recover of that deterioration £0'9m., by 
the matters which we are seeking your Authority under 
■ the Scheme, and which are now in operation under the 
temporary increase, the £0'9m. By virtue of the alteration 
in railway fares, ordinary fares which apply of course to 
London Lines, we get in addition this £0-275m. So that 
if anyone is saying to us in relation to London Lines; 
“You are getting something under the Scheme, but you’re 
also getting something outside the Scheme ” we thought 
it right therefore, to put those two figures before the 
Tribunal for the purpose of showing that with regard to 
the London Lines passenger, looked at as an entity — if one 
can do that — the services which he is being provided are 
costing him £lT5m. more, but in fact the revenue which 
is being extracted from him is increased only by £L2m. 

{Mr. Poole): You have given me the answer I want. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) ; It is a little bit complicated, Sir, 
and I hope I have made it quite clear. 

{Mr. Poole) : You have made it quite clear. I have no 
doubt it wiU come out when your witnesses come to deal 
with the tables. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): If I might shortly indicate the 
features of the alterations ; they are, of course, in operation 
and therefore I need not deal with them in any great 
detail. So far as the ordinary fares are concerned, the 
provision for which we are seeking authority is for fares of 
4 miles and over to be increased by Id. The early morning 
return fares at 3 miles are to go up Id. ; 4 to 11 miles, 
2d. ; 12 miles and over go up 3d. The early morning 
singles, 3 miles and over, plus Id. The effect of that. Sir, 
is ; From 4 to 1 1 miles the new early fares show the same 
saving compared with the old fares. At 3 miles the 
saving is reduced by Id., and over 11 miles the saving 
is reduced by Id. 

The Commission’s view on the present occasion is the 
same as the view they have expressed so many times 
before, that these early morning concessions are not 
really justified, and they have taken the view that this 
small narrowing of the gap— and it is indeed quite a 
small narrowing — is justified in present circumstances. 

So far as the seasdn tickets are concerned, the monthly 
figures are the ones which, of course, form the basis for 
the weekly and the 3 -monthly tickets ; they go up by 
Is. 3d. at 3 miles, and up 2s. 6d. on the higher mileages. 
The season tickets so increased do show, if anything, 
a slightly higher discount as compared with the position 
before the increases. There is very little in it, but if 
anything it is that way. 

{President).: What do you mean by “ slightly higher 
discount ’’? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): The season ticket shows a slightly 
greater advantage to the person taking it in relation to 
his ordinary fare than it did before. 

{President) : That rests on the theory that you can 
calculate some kind of notional figure of the number of 
journeys which the man makes. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : But if you adopt the same basis 
you show a very slightly more favourable position. 

That is all I desire to say about the features of the 
changes, and I would like now just to refer to the tables 
briefly before I pass to the Objections. I understand that 
the Objectors have all been supplied with the Document. 

Would you be good enough first of aU to look at the 
explanatory notes on the front of the Document. “ B 
year is defined as a period of 12 months, beginning 1955, 
and the estimates for that period, (A) subject to (B) and 
(C) hereof, all probable effects of facts known up to 
25th May, 1955, are taken into account, including except 
where otherwise indicated, the revised fares and charges 
which will come into operation on 5th June, 1955,” The 
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significance of that appears as one clause through the 
tables. 

{President): Did the freight increases come into opera- 
tion on the 5th June? 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : They did. 

{President) : Splendid. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) : “ {b) there is no allowance for 
any changes which may be announced after 25th May, 
1955, in wage rates or in the prices to be paid for fuel, 
maintenance materials and other supplies and services ; 
(c) no account has been taken of special economies on 
British Railways for which the Commission has set a 
target of £15m. as it is not possible at this stage to 
estimate the amount that will be realised in ‘ B ’ year.” 
The definition is the same as in the old cases. 

I should ask you to look at 3 ; “ In these Exhibits 
the expression ‘ old ’ or ‘ new ’ in relation to any fares or 
charges means those in operation respectively before 
5th June, 1955, and after that date.” 

If we may look at BTC 1, this follows the same pattern 
as BTC 701 put forward on the last occasion, and repre- 
sents the consolidated revenue account for the year 1954 
estimated, and the forecast for “ B ” year. 

As I told you a moment ago, this can be taken as the 
final figure, but it cannot so be described at the present 
moment. Those figures show for 1954 a deficit of £11 ■9m. 
and in “ B ” year a deficit excluding the effect of the 
alterations, subject of this Application, £28-5m. and includ- 
ing the effect of the alterations £24 •7m. 

You see. Sir, that there we have not taken into account 
this £15m. target, because ft did not appear to the 
Commission that any substantial part of that economy 
target was likely to be achieved in “ B ” year. 

The only figures which I think I need refer to are the 
London Transport figures at this juncture, where in 1954 
there is shown a net traffic receipt for London Transport, 
of £2'3m., and in “ B ” year that will have further 
deteriorated to £l-9m. If the Application is granted that 
will go up to £4-5m. Those receipts, of course, have to 
have added to them the share of London Transport for 
commercial advertising. That is not the figure which by 
itself has to meet central charges ; it is the traffic receipt 
element of the total which has to meet central charges, as 
will be apparent when we look at the next tables. These 
tables are of course going to be explained by the witnesses 
in detail, and I do not propose at this stage to do more 
than point out some of the main features of the document. 

If we turn to BTC 2, we see an indication of the financial 
position in “ B ” year for London Transport services if the 
proposed passenger charges are authorised. This, I would 
just like to run through. Item 1, net traffic receipts in 
“B” year at old charges, are £l-9m. That is the figure 
mentioned in Line 12 of BTC 1. Then comes the advertis- 
ing figure, £1 -dm., making total net receipts at old charges 
of £3 3m. Then 4; “Deduct minimum contribution to 
Commission’s Central Charges appropriate in present 
circumstances, £5-5m. You will observe. Sir, we have 
taken the same figure as the contribution as the one we 
took last time. That produces a shortfall of £2-2m., an 
estimated yield of the proposed alterations, £2-6m. ; which 
gives a balance of £0-4m. at line 7 ; Available towards 
contingencies, the liquidation of accumulated deficits of 
more than £14m., or for Replacement or General 
Reserves.” 

In BTC 3, is a table summarising the changes in the 
financial position in “ B ” year at the old charges com- 
pared, first of all, with that expected in “ Z ” year at the 
charges approved by the Transport Tribunal on the 23rd 
August, 1954, and also, for convenience, as compared with 
the 1954 estimate. We see here picked up the various 
figures which I mentioned in opening. Taking the “ B ” 
year compared with the “ Z ” year column ; “ variation 
in the wage rates, £3 •2m. ; increased national insurance 
contributions, £0-2m. ; nil for variations in prices of fuel 
oil, tyres, coal and current ; net increases in wages and 
prices, £3-4m. ; variation in maintenance expenditure (other 
than changes arising from wage and price variations and 
from mileage changes) £0-lm. ; other variations (apart 
from mileage reductions), £0-3m.” — that makes a £0^2m. 
reduction generally which is the figure I gave — “ gross 
increase in working expenses, £3 •2m.” 

Then set off against those expenditures is the lower ex- 
penditure, because you are providing a reduced service, 
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and that lowers the expenditure by £2- 3m. ; giving a net 
increase in working expenses of £0-9m. Then on the 
receipt side there is nothing, of course, for the increased 
fares in the 1954 schemes, because they are taken into 
account in “ Z ” year as well as in “ B ” year. “ Changes 
in volume of traffic, minus £l'8m.” That, added to .£0-9m. 
produced this £2-7m. variation in net traffic receipts. We 
have to deduct from that the small estimated increase in 
net revenue from commercial advertising and letting of 
sites. That gives us the £0-lm. which, deducted from 
£2-7m., gives £2-6m. ; which is the figure I indicated a few 
moments ago. 

Then Column B is the reconciliation of the “ B ” year 
with 1954, and I think I will not take up time at this 
stage in going through it because Mr. James is going to 
deal with it fully in his evidence, and I should merely be 
repeating what he is going to say. 

If we might turn to BTC 21, that again is in the familiar 
form ; it is the same as BTC 801 last time, and that sets 
out the “ B ” year passenger receipts and car miles in 
the London area, assuming no revision of the old charges 
in “ B ” year as compared with 1954. Taking London 
Transport Executive first, we see that the passenger receipts 
for “ B ” year are the figures of £72,400,000 which is of 
course a figure which appeared in BTC 1, line 8. It com- 
pares with 1954, which, of course, only had your last 
authorised increases in operation from the 26th September, 
1954. The car miles for London Transport show, so far 
as the railways are concerned, an increase and, so far as 
the road services are concerned, a decrease. These figures 
of course will be explained in evidence by Mr. MacKenna. 
The British Railways’ London Lines receipts for “ B ” 
year were £22,970,000, and the 1954, £22,382,000. Those 
“ B ” year figures as compared with the “ Z ” year estimate 
contain an element of the increased level of traffic, the 
,£0'3 to which I referred. The service miles, train miles, 
go up very slightly, and the car miles go up slightly. 

{President) : The London Lines receipts does not con- 
tain an element for the discretionary increase of the fares, 
does it, because it is described as old charges? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : That is right. It was a little 
difficult to make those strike the right position between 
those categories of charge. Then BTC 22 is a table which 
we thought it would be useful to the Tribunal to see at 
the outset. We see London Transport Executive estimated 
passenger receipts after clearances and the actual. It shows 
that on a weekly basis, and it also shows the aggregate 
position and the percentage. If one looks at column 5 
one sees that there is a deficit on the estimates which has 
fluctuated, ’ but it has remained there all the time until 
the last week. I do not know whether you have a figure 
in your document for 5th June, Whit Monday? 

{President) : No. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Perhaps 1 could give that figure. 
Of course it is the first week of the strike ; the estimate 
was £1,457. 

{President): It says £1,447. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : There is a correction ; it is in fact 
£1,452 ; I had read it incorrectly. The actual is more 
than the estimate by £101. That reduces the aggregate 
deficit to minus £136, and the percentage comes down 
from 0-8 to 0-4. 

(Mr. Poole) : What was the number of the form you 
introduced in the last Inquiry of which this is a copy? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : I will give you that ; it is 709. 

(Mr. Poole) : Do you know on what page it appears? 

(Mr. Harold Willis): 166. I do not think I need trouble 
to call the Tribunal’s attention to the tables until we get 
to 27. These show the estimated annual revenue for 
“ B ” Year at the old charges and estimated annual increases 
in revenue from the new charges. Taking London Lines, 
in line 6 column 3 we see the figure of £1,198,000. You 
will see the note includes £275,000 derived from increases 
in fares not a subject of the present application. That is 
the 1-2 — shortening the figure — which includes the 0-3. 
Then the London Transport total, if I can go straight away 
to column 13, line 6, is 2-6, £2,633,958, giving a grand 
total of increase after the discounts of £3,831,958 which 
again includes the £275,000 not the subject-matter of this 
scheme on London Lines. 

If I may then skip the appendices to BTC 27 at this 
stage and go straight to BTC 30, whiph is the last table, 
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this is British Railways other than London Lines, a sub- 
ject of the present application, early morning return fares 
and season tickets. Authority is being sought in this 
application to confirm what you have done in that respect 
to bring these up in the same way as they have been 
brought up in the London area. The yield of that is 
£325,000. That is an application. Then B not subject 
of the present application, and they are put here for 
the purposes of record and convenience. We see the 
ordinary fares go up £2,500,000 and Forces travel goes 
up by £519,000, bringing that figure of £3,019,000, which 
is the amount by which British Railways outside London 
will go up as a result of the recent fares increases. 

Finally, at the bottom, we get the small item Excess 
Luggage Charges, £20,000, which is of course a subject- 
matter of the application. 

{Mr. Poole): Do these Forces fares go up automatic- 
ally? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): This £519,000 is I think an auto- 
matic increase because the ordinary fare basis goes up 
and they are derived from the ordinary fare. That is 
all I think it is convenient for me to say on the tables 
at this stage. I do not want to go over all the figures 
twice when the witnesses are going to deal with them, 
but that does indicate on paper the case which I 
endeavoured to put a little while ago of the increases of 
costs which in our submission are such as to justify the 
increases of fares for which we are seeking permanent 
authority. 

May I turn now for a moment to the Objections. I 
do not think there are quite as many as we have had 
on some occasions. 

{Pre.sident) : We had 80 in 1953. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): I think that was the record. The 
Objections do reveal familiar phrases. 

{President): Phrases or faces? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): Phrases and, as I was just going 
to say, as I turn to my left I see also familiar faces. It 
is fortunate that we keep coming to discuss these things 
in fresh surroundings, but certainly so far as objections 
are concerned one finds much which appears to have been 
said before. I do not propose to look at all the objec- 
tions, but I would just like to take a moment or two in 
looking at the objections of the London County Council. 
The London County Council Objection is Objection No. 1 
in the bundle. The first objection is that “ The proposed 
alterations will not provide or secure the provision of 
an adequate and properly co-ordinated system of trans- 
port for the London area”. That is exactly the same 
as was their objection in 1954 with the exception that the 
words “ proposed scheme ” have been changed to 
“ proposed alterations ”. 

The London County Council’s second objection is that 
“ The proposed alterations do not pay regard to efficiency 
and economy of operation of passenger services in the 
London Area or to the needs of the public ”. That 
again is the same as the 1954 objection with the 
“ alteration ” substituted for “ scheme ”. 1 do not quite 

follow how that is going to be developed, but we will 
hear that later. 

Their third objection is : “ The proposed increa,ses in 
fares are necessary and undesirable, and the application 
by the Commission is premature.” That is exactly the 
same as in 1954 with the exception that the word “pre- 
mature ” has been added. The London County Council 
cannot have read the Act, which makes it obligatory for 
the Commission within one month of the making of the 
Order which you made to put forward this application. 
So it is difficult to suggest that this application at any 
rate is premature. 

{President): I take it if the County Council asked for 
an adjournment of six months it would not matter very 
much to the Commission, would it? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : No. 

(President): Excess luggage might be a trouble. 

(Mr. Harold Willis): Then their objection No. 4 is; 
“The proposed alteration will further reduce passenger 
traffics ”. Again, the same point as was made last time. 
Our case on that will be that there will be some discounts 
on the traffic, of course. We shall not get all that the 
increases would in theory produce, but in the view of the 
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experts these increases will if put into permanent operation 
substantially increase the revenues in the London area. 

The London County Council objection No. 5 is; “The 
proposed contribution from the London area to the central 
charges of the Commission is impractical ”. That, with the 
greatest respect, is the sort of point which I submit is not 
open to the London County Council at this Inquiry. The 
question of the contribution of the London area to the 
central charges has been the subject-matter of a number 
of earlier applications and does not arise under this par- 
ticular application. If we were seeking by the alterations 
to get a bigger contribution from London towards the 
central charges then I would admit at once that that would 
put this point in issue, but as we are seeking to take no 
more out than on previous occasions in my submission 
subject to the view of the Tribunal it ought not to be an 
issue at this Inquiry. 

Objection No. 6 put forward by the London County 
Council is “The proposed contribution from the London’ 
Area to the central charges of the British Transport Com- 
mission is unreasonable in relation to the coiitributions 
being made by the other services of the Commission and 
particularly the passenger services of the Commission ”. 
That again is precisely the same objection that was put 
forward last time. In my submission again that is not 
really open to the Objectors, but in any event it must be 
wrong. Merely because some other services of the Com- 
mission may not be able to make a proper contribution, 
if this be the argument, does not make it unnecessary to 
get a proper contribution from services which can make 
a proper contribution or which may be able to be made 
to make a proper contribution. 

Their objection No. 7 is: “The Commission seeks by 
the proposed alterations to exact a disproportionate con- 
tribution from the citizens of London ”. This again I 
think follows the same theme as Objection 6. 

“ 8. The level of fares in force in London is substantially 
higher than the level of fares charged outside the London 
area ”. That again was put forward in objection 12. The 
fares in London are slightly higher but not substantially 
higher than outside, only slightly higher. 

Objection No. 9: “The alterations propose to raise 
maximum fares in the London area above maximum fares 
outside the London area ”. I do not understand that one.. 

Then : “10. No allowance is made in the accounts of the 
London area for any part of the freight receipts of the 
Transport Commission ”. That is one which has a familiar 
ring. It was expressed in slightly different phraseology, 
but again it is quite a false point. There is no reason why 
the freight receipts should go to the credit of London. 

“11. The proposed alterations permit a higher increase 
in fares than the Commission allege to be necessary.” 
Again, that one I do not understand. 

“ 12. The high level of fares already in operation in the 
London area acts adversely upon the economy of London 
and on the receipts of the British Transport Commission 
in the London area.” Again, that is the same as last 
time. 

“13. The proposed alterations in season ticket charges 
are unnecessary and will have an adverse effect on 
passenger traffic.” You will bear in mind. Sir, that the 
increases in season ticket charges are no higher than 
half-a-crown a month whatever the mileage, and I venture 
to submit that that is unlikely materially to affect the 
traffic. 

“ 14. The proposed increases in season ticket charges 
destroy the relationship to ordinary fares.” The relation- 
ship is maintained almost in precisely the same way as 
it was before. 

“ 15. The proposed increases in season ticket charges 
will create an undesirable diversion from rail to road 
services ”. In my submission the small amount of in- 
creases will have no effect in that way at all. 

“ 16. The proposals would increase the amount by 
which certain sub-standard fares are below standard.” 
So far as' sub-standards are concerned the position is not 
really affected by this proposal at all. The sub-standard 
so far as it exists will bear the increase like any other 
fare. It would be open to the Commission to get rid of 
the sub-standards in London, but there is no present 
intention of doing that. That is a matter, however, which 
does not arise under this application. 
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“ 17. The proposals do not provide for children’s fares 
to be available up to the school leaving age of 15 years.” 
How that can arise under the application for alterations I 
do not understand. 

“18. Increases in net revenue from the services of the 
Commission should be sought first by — (u) increased 
efficiency and economy of management, operating, main- 
tenance and other costs, as envisaged by the Committee 
of Inquiry into London Transport ; (ft) increased revenue 
from Forces Travel ; (c) increasing passenger traffics par- 
ticularly in the London area.” 

“ 19. All of the grounds which arise by implication 
from the new proposals contained in the proposed altera- 
tions.” That is merely a pleader’s point. Then ; “ And 
further take notice that these Objectors will suggest the 
following various alterations to the Order applied for: 
1. The proposed alterations should contain a limitation 
of increase limiting the increase of any fare now being 
charged in the London area to the same increase as the 
Tribunal may sanction on the equivalent maximum 
charge.” 'What in effect they are seeking there to do is 
to suggest there should be some statutory prohibition on 
putting up the sub-standard more than the ordinaries. I 
think that is what that means, but in my submission that 
is something which is quite outside the scope of this 
application. 

“ 2. Single and ordinary return fares on the London 
Lines of British Railways should be limited so as not to 
exceed the maximum fares for journeys of similar 
distance on the services of the London Transport 
Executive.” That of course runs counter altogether to 
the scheme. The scheme has always been that the single 
and ordinary return fares on London Lines were to be 
the same as these outside London. That has been the 
basis all along, and we see not the slightest iustificaticn 
for altering that. Indeed, it does not arise on this 
application. 

“ 3. That the present age limit of 14 years for children’s 
fares be raised to the present school leaving age of 15 
years particularly since the proposed increases are to affect 
the longer journeys.” Again, that in my submission is 
out of place at this Inquiry. It has been debated a number 
of times before and rejected. 

“ 4. Such further or other variations in standard or sub- 
standard fares as after discovery or after the proper sum 
(if any) to be raised by the proposed alterations has been 
determined by the Tribunal as shall be appi opi iate. 
Again, that I do not understand fully, and I propose to 
say no more about it until my learned friend Mr. Geoffrey 
Lawrence has made it more clear. 

Then there is a number of other objections pul in, some 
of which are inconsistent with those put forward by the 
London County Council, some in fact say the sub-standard 
ought to be put up, but I do not think I should assist 
the Tribunal at this stage in going through those until 
we see which points are being pursued in detail before I 
deal with them. 

I think that completes all I desire to say in opening. 

{President) : There is a subsidy objection, I expect. 

{Mr. Harold Willis) ; I am sure I saw that somewhere in 
the bundle. 

{President) : One could almost dispose of that this 

morning, could one not? 

{Mr. Harold Willis): I understand Objection No. 6 and 
Objection No. 7. Objection No. 6, paragraph 5 ; this is an 
objection by the Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the 
Borough of Barking. They say in paragraph 5 ; “If the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the British Transport Commission 
cannot avoid an increase in passenger fares having regard 
to their statutory duty a recommendation should be made 
to the Minister of Transport and Civil Aviation that the 
Government should grant an appropriate subsidy, recon- 
sider the compensation paid to the former railway 
proprietors, and grant a relief in the diesel oil tax. 

{Mr. Poole) : Identical terms in No. 7. 

{Mr. Harold Willis): That is so. Many of these 
objections do follow the same form. 
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That completes all I desire to say in opening. I submit, 
Sir, if may just summarise the matter, regrettable as it is 
to effect further increases, the figures of the worsening of 
the position in the London area which I shall endeavour 
to prove by my evidence are such as fully to justify the 
increases for which we are now seeking permanent 
authority. There is in our submission no other solution 
which can be found to meet this particular difficulty. 

With the assistance of my learned friend Mr. Fay, I will 
cal] the evidence. 



For your assistance may I indicate who I am proposing 
to call. I am proposing to call first of all Mr. Winchester, 
who gave evidence on the last occasion, followed by 
Mr. James, who deals primarily with the expenses of 
London Transport. Then I will call Mr. MacKenna who 
will give the commercial evidence which has formerly 
been given by Mr. Valentine in regard to London. I may 
not have to call any other evidence than that. Those are 
the three witnesses whom I am certainly going to call. 



Mr. WiSHART Ingram Winchester, sworn. 
Examined by Mr. Fay. 



1. What is your full name? — Wishart Ingram 

Winchester. 

2. Are you the Director of Budgets of the British 
Transport Commission? — Yes. 

3. And are you a member of the Institute of Chartered 
Accountants for Scotland? — ^Yes. 

4. Did you join the London Passenger Transport Board 
in 1935?— I did. 

5. Did you become their Accounts Officer in 1947? — 
Yes. 

6. Did you transfer to the Commission in 1950? — Yes. 

7. Have you prepared exhibit BTC 1? — I have. 

8. Does that in your opinion represent a reasonable 
forecast of the position in “ B ” year bearing in mind the 
assumptions made in that year? — It does. 

9. I think you are willing and able to answer questions 
on BTC 1, except for certain items which are the province 
of other witnesses? — That is so. 

10. Are items 1 and 8, passenger receipts of the 
London area, the province of Mr. MacKenna? — That is 
so. 

11. And items 9 and 11, miscellaneous receipts and 
working expenses, are the province of Mr. James, are they 
not? — ^Yes. 

12. Apart from those lines are you willing to deal with 
the table and any questions upon it which may be put to 
you? — Yes. 

13. Mr. Winchester, on what do you base the estimates 
of gross receipts? — They are based largely on current 
levels and trends, and they include the effect of aU recent 
increases in fares and charges. No allowance has been 
made, however, perhaps I should mention, for the 
possible effect of the strike now going on. This table 
was prepared before the strike had started. The estimates 
also assume that there will be no general change in the 
economic background such as might affect the traffics 
passing. 

14. And the explanatory note indicates 

15. (President): Let me be quite clear about this. Mr. 
Winchester, the figures in columns 4 and 5 take into 
account what I call the discrepancy increases, do they? 
— ^Yes they do, in both columns. 

16. (Mr. Poole): Do they also take into account the 
increases in freight charges? — ^Yes. 

17. Everything, really, that happened on the 5th of 
June, except what is in this Inquiry? — Yes, and that is 
brought into columns 6 and 7. 

18. (Mr. Fay): I think that follows from the definition 
of “ B ” year, if one works it out. The explanatory note 
Mr. Winchester, states that the estimates of expenses are 
based upon wage rates and price levels as known at the 
25th May ; is that correct? — Yes, that is so. 

19. Has any provision been made for any trend in any 
direction as regards levels and prices and wages? — No. 
none at all ; only known changes have been taken into 
account. 

20. Has any account been taken of the increased cost 
of replacements? — No, that has not been taken into 
account, either. No provision has been made for the 
enhanced cost of replacing wasting assets ; provision has 
only been made for depreciation on book values. 

21. They are depreciated on historic cost, are they? — 
Yes. 

22. And accordingly there will be an increased charge 
as and when assets are replaced? — As and when they are 
replaced, the charge keeps rising. 



23. But that is not taken into account? — ^No. 

24. Will you briefly indicate what steps the Commission 
have taken outside the ambit of this Inquiry to meet 
increases in their costs? — ^To begin with, the increases 
which are the subject of this Inquiry are of course under 
operation under Section 23, or substantially in operation. 

25. With the exception of excess luggage charges? — Yes, 
that is so. The railway freight, dock and canal charges 
were increased by either per cent, or 15 per cent, on 
5th June last following discussions with the Minister. The 
British Railways ordinary fares have been increased by 
7y per cent., also from 5th June, and the various categories 
of reduced fares, cheap fares of various kinds, outside 
London will be adjusted as market conditions permit. They 
are largely conditioned by the fares on the buses. 

26. What about Commission owned bus companies? — 
They also, in nearly all cases, have received authority from 
the Area Licensing Authorities to put up their charges to 
meet increases in their costs. 

27. British Road Services. What have they done? — They 
increased their charges for small consignments on the 28th 
March. There was quite a range of increase, depending 
on the type of the consignment’; and on larger consign- 
ments they will, again, put up their charges as the con- 
ditions enable them to do so. 

28. Then the remaining activities of the Commission 
include, I suppose, ships, hotels, catering, and the like? — 
They also will, as is necessary in the light of increased 
costs, endeavour to increase their charges. 

29. In some cases have they done so? — Yes. There have 
been some increases, for example, on ships ; where there 
have been certain increases, but not in all cases so far. 

30. And those increases, and the yield of those increases, 
are taken into account, are they not, in your forecast of 
“ B ” year in BTC 1 ? — That is so, yes. 

31. As regards the increases the subject of this applica- 
tion, they are set out, are they not, in BTC 27 as regards 
the London Area and BTC 30 outside London? — That 
is so. 

31a. Mr. Winchester, coming to the last figure in BTC 1, 
that is a deficit, after the increases the subject of this 
application, of £24-7m.? — Yes. 

32. What is taken into account in that estimate? What 
does it reflect?— In addition to the matters I have already 
mentioned, it reflects all changes in the level of operation 
and in the various factors which go to make up the 
efficiency of the undertaking which it is possible to foresee 
and to evaluate at this time ; but, as explained in the 
explanatory note, it does not take into account any part of 
the special economies for which a target of £15m. was set 
up by British Railways. 

33. Is it possible to estimate for “ B ” year? — No. We 
felt it was not possible at this stage to estimate with any 
kind of precision how much of that £15m. it would 
be possible to realise in “ B ” year. The matter is still 
under debate and discussion. 

34. There is, as we know from the Press, a modernisa- 
tion and re-equipment plan for the railways? — Yes. 

35. Has any part of the improved financial position 
which it is anticipated will result from that plan been taken 
into account? — No. Nothing could be taken into account, 
because that is a long-term plan and no part of its benefits 
are likely to be in by “ B ” year. It is something that will 
affect the position after “ B ” year. 

36. (Mr. Poole) : I take it that the interest on transport 
stock is as it existed at the 25th May? — We have made 
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allowances for one matter. There is a finance corporation 
loan of £40m. which is repayable in July. I do not 
know how the repayment is going to be financed, but for 
the purpose of the table I have re-assessed that loan at 
the current rate of 4 per cent, instead of at the existing 
rate of per cent. 

37. By and large you have taken the 25th of May as 
the date? — ^Yes ; that is so. 

38. (President) : You have taken it in for “ B ” year? — 
That is so. 

39. (Mr. Fay) : There is also another matter which may 
improve the Commission’s revenue directly or indirectly 
and that is the freight charges claim which was recently 
lodged with this Tribunal. Has that been envisaged at all 
in these figures for “ B ” year? — No. We hope that will 
improve our power to attract remunerative business, but 
that again is unlikely to be effective to any great extent in 
“ B ” year and we have made no allowances for it. 

40. (Mr. Fay): I now pass from BTC 1, unless there 
is any point you would like further followed out, sir. (To 
the witness) : Would you turn to BTC 2. That is an 
exhibit in familiar form indicating what the financial posi- 
tion is expected to be in “ B ” year if this Application is 
granted ? — That is so. 

41. It starts, does it not, with the figure which appears 
on BTC 1, line 12, of £l-9m. for net traffic receipts 
at the old charges? — Yes ; that is so. 

42. Have you added in the net receipts from the enter- 
prises of commercial advertising, letting of sites, etc.? — 
We have, at £T49m. 

43. Which is, in fact, I think, £0Tm. more than the 
previous year? — ^Yes. 

44. (President) : It is a very striking thing that the 
receipts from commercial advertising and the letting of 
sites should be almost as profitable as carriage of all 
passengers? — Of course, the flow from the carriage of 
passengers is ancilliary to that. If you did not have the 
passengers you could not get the advertising. 

(Mr. Fay) : It is a striking commentary on the low figure 
for net traffic receipts, is it not? 

(President) : Or on the high price you can get for com- 
mercial advertising. 

45. (Mr. Fay) : Those receipts, of course, are not sub- 
ject to the Tribunal’s jurisdiction. Those two figures give 
you the total on line 3 of £3-3m. for net receipts? — 
Yes. 

46. Have you then taken into account the contribution 
which must be made to the Commission’s central charges? 
— Yes. We have estimated £5-5m., which is the same 
figure as we used on the last occasion. We did not think 
there had been such a change in circumstances as would 
justify us in amending that figure on this occasion. 

47. There have, in fact, been some increases in central 
charges, have there not? — Yes. 

48. As one can see from line 21 of BTC 1? — Yes ; they 
have risen. 

49. But, despite that increase, have you not thought 
it right, for this Inquiry at any rate, to make an increase 
in the proposed contribution to Central Charges? — That is 
so. 

50. (Mr. Poole) : Do you take into account in these 
figures any credit on interest from the sale of BRS? — 
Interest receipts from that? 

51. That is a capital sum. — Yes. We would not take 
into account the actual monies received, but insofar as that 
improved our interest receipts or insofar as we got interest 
on the balance due to us from the Government for loss 
on sale, that is taken account of. 

52. What happens to the actual sales? — ^The money 
comes to us and that will increase our liquid funds, our 
investments from which we get interest, which appears in 
line 16. 

53. I take it that it is really, as regards the interest, a 
negative advantage in that it means you have not got to 
borrow more money to increase your liquid funds? — That 
is so. For the time being it increases the liquid funds. 

54. (Mr. Fay): Taking that figure of £5I-m. produced 
at line 5, does it give an estimated shortfall of £2-2m. at 
the old charges? — Yes. 



55. And, to arrive at the final result, do you, at line 6, 
add in the estimated yield of the proposals of £2-6m.? 
—Yes. 

56. Producing a surplus — if it can be called that — of 
£0-4m. as the balance at the end of the day? — Yes ; there 
is a balance of £0-4m. 

57. What have you to say about that figure of 
£0-4m. as the balance at the end of the day? — Well, it is, 
in my view, a very small margin having regard to the 
absence of any provision for replacement reserves or for 
general reserves, having regard also to the substantial short- 
falls in London Transport in recent years. We estimate 
that they have, since the Commission was formed, fallen 
short in their contribution to Central Charges by about 
£14m. in all. The third matter which should be taken 
into account is the inevitable lag between any increase in 
costs or other adverse change in circumstances and the 
remedial action. If wages go up or if prices go up in any 
way, before we can take action to put the matter right 
there is always inevitably a lapse of two or three months 
when we have to bear these costs. 

58. All you have in this proposed amendment is £0-4m. 
for all those factors? — That is so. 

59. Now to deal with British Railways generally. Turn- 
ing back to BTC 1, line 3 shows, T think, if one subtracts 
column 4 from column 6, that the yield of the scheme is 
£0'9m. on London Lines and £0-3m. outside London? — 
Yes. That is yet another £0-3m. to confuse us. 

60. Making £I-2m. altogether as the yield to British 
Railways? — Yes. 

61. After taking that into account, one sees, again from 
BTC 1 — this time at line 7 — that the net receipts will be 
only £8m.? — Yes. 

62. What is the contribution which is thought appro- 
priate for British Railways to make to the Central Charges 
of the Commission? — About £40m. We did put a 
figure in the Freight Application of £41m. That has to 
be compared, not with the £8m. alone, but with the £8m. 
increased by a further £Hm. for commercial advertising 
and letting sites. So that that is the order of the gap. 

63. The gap is £40m. less £9Jm? — Yes ; £30|m. 

64. Now I come to what in the past has been a prickly 
problem, but let us hope it will not be the same this time, 
namely, London Lines. The London Lines are dealt with 
in this application on the basis of assimilation, are they 
not? — Yes. 

65. And the expected increases in revenue — again 
BTC 1, line 1 — as you mentioned a moment ago, is 
£0'9m? — Yes ; that is so. 

66. What is the yield to London Lines of the increases 
in ordinary fares within their existing powers? — £0'3m. 
again. 

67. Giving a total increase in all the increases, both 
before the Tribunal and not before the Tribunal, of 
£l-2m.? — f 1 - 201 ., yes. 

68. I want to compare that increase in yield, or that 
yield with increases in revenue, with the increases in 
expenses anticipated in “ B ” year. Do you seek to pro- 
duce a figure for expenses for London Lines by starting 
with the increases for British Railways as a whole? — Yes. 
We have added up the increases in wage rates and price 
levels for British Railways as a whole. 

69. Would you give the various items which make up 
the sum, which is British Railways as a whole. Are freight 
and passenger included? — They are included in the first 
group on BTC 1 : freight, passenger collection and delivery 
services. The whole of British Railways. 

70. What is the increase, first of all, in salaries and 
wage rates? — The total increase is estimated, as so far 
granted or agreed, at £22-5m. The bulk of that has 
arisen in January of this year, but it also includes certain 
increases granted in October last. 

71. That is the first and the largest item. What is the 
next one? — There is then the effect of the increases in 
National Insurance contributions from the 6th June, 1955, 
of £L5m. ; there is the effect of the increases in coal’ 
prices in, I think. May of last year, of £3'5m. ; and 
then, lastly, there is an increase in deterioration provisions, 
which are mainly the consequence of replacement at 
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higher price levels, which, therefiore, I am regarding as 
an increased cost, which is another £l-5m. ; making up a 
total of £29m. 

72. So that is a £29m. increase for British Railways as 
a whole for those four items? — That is so, yes. 

73. Are there other items on the expenditure side which 
are not so easy to calculate accurately? — Yes. We know 
that the working expenses of British Railways as a whole 
have, between “ Z ” year and “ B ” year, gone up by more 
than £29m. ; but how the remaining factors and increases 
should be apportioned to London Lines is more difficult 
to estimate. 

74. For the record, by how much more have they gone 
up for British Railways as a whole? — By a further £3-7m. 
If one looks in BTC 701, on the last occasion, at the 
corresponding figure to the figure in line 6 of BTC 1, the 
dilTerence between these two figures is £32'7m. 

75. So the total increase for British Railways is £32'7m. 
but of that, for this purpose, you are only taking £29m.? 
— I am only taking the element of increased wage rates 
and price levels, which is £29m. 

76. That being the increase for the whole British Rail- 
ways, do you find a percentage to apply to that increase 
in order to arrive at the share properly attributable to 
London Lines? — Yes. I think it is a reasonably broad 
estimate to apportion that £29m. to London Lines in 
the ratio to which London Lines total expenses bore to 
the total expenses of British Railways as a whole, and 
for that purpose I go back to the exhibits on the previous 
occasion. I go, first of all, to exhibit BTC 701, line 6, 
which shows working expenses for British Railways as 
a whole of £429m. T then go to exhibit BTC 703 on the 
last occasion — I think it is printed on page 16 of the 
transcript — and I take the total working expenses' of 
London Lines of £22-3m. If I express the £22'3m. as a 
percentage of £429m., it is 5-2 per cent. 

77. That is the percentage which you wish to apply? — 
Yes. 

78. That percentage, of course, is derived from the 
working expenses put forward last time for London Lines? 
—Yes. 

79. What might be described as the “ costed expenses ”? 
—Yes. 

80. If one goes, not to the last Inquiry, but to the 
1953 Inquiry, a different method was adopted there, was 
it not? — Yes. 

81. It was adopted, indeed, by the Tribunal in their 
memorandum? — In their memorandum the Tribunal, 
after discussing the matter, adopted a figure of £19-34m. 
as the London Lines working expenses in what was 
then called “Y” year. That £19'34m. has got to 
be compared with the total working expenses of British 
Railways in “ Y ” year. For that purpose we go to 
BTC 401 at that Inquiry — again at line 6 — and the total 
working expenses there are shown as £388m. The 
f19-34m. is almost exactly 5 per cent, of £388m. 

82. That produces the ratio of 5 per cent, instead of 
5-2 per cent.? — ^Yes. 

83. In order to avoid controversy, we shall take 5 per 
cent.? — Yes. 

84. Although you, on the costing basis, would prefer 
5-2 per cent.? — Yes. 

85. Taking 5 per cent, of the figure which we have 
obtained of £29m. for British Railways increases in costs, 
what is the London Lines share? — London Lines share 
on that proportion of 5 per cent, is £l-45m. 

(Adjourned for a short time) 

(President): Mr. Lawrence, we shall not require you 
to cross-examine the Commission's witnesses until they 
have all given their evidence. 

(Mr. Geoffrey Lawrence): I am much obliged. 

(President) : And in order to give you full time to 
consider the effect of that evidence and in the hope it 
will shorten the proceedings, we shall not require you to 



do anything until Monday next. Can I just be certain 
who represents whom? Mr. Rippon is not here. 

(Mr. Dawson) : Mr. Rippon is not here ; I appear with 
Mr. Rippon, Sir. 

(President): Whom do you represent? 

(Mr. Dawson) : West Ham, East Ham, Leyton, 

Wanstead and Woodford, Walthamstow and Chigwell. 

(President): Who represents Ilford? 

(Mr. Dawson): I do not think anyone represents Ilford. 
1 think Ilford have withdrawn. Sir. 

(President) : At any rate, no one is here. Who repre- 
sents Barking. 

(Mr. Twaddle): I appear with Dudley Collard for the 
Barking Borough Council and on behalf of the South 
Essex Traffic Advisory Committee. 

(President) : Who represents the Federation of Residents 
Association for South-East Kent? Mr. Ruler, I suppose, 
but he is not here. Mr. George Mercer represents the 
London Passengers’ Association. Is there anyone here 
on behalf of the Barons Court Liberal Association? 

(Mr. Knott) : T am. Sir. 

(President) : Do you want to wait until you have heard 
all the Commission’s witnesses before you cross-examine 
them? 

(Mr. Knott) : I would prefer to wait and hear the Com- 
mission’s witnesses first. 

(President): Your status here is doubtful, to say the 
least, but if there is no objection taken by the Commission 
we shall allow you to put the Barons Court point at 
reasonable length. 

(Mr. Knott) : Thank you. Sir. 

86. (Mr. Fay) : Mr. Winchester, when the Court 

adjourned 1 think we had reached the stage of finding an 
increase of expenditure of London Lines of £L45m.? — 
£l-45m. due to increase in wage rates and price levels, yes. 

87. Has there been any variation on the receipts side 
of the account? — Yes, the receipts at all charges at the 
common level of charges are put at £0'3m. higher than 
they were in “ Z ” year. 

88. Receipts increased by £0-3m., and if one deducts 
that from the increase in expenditure, that will give us 
the net worsening of position, would it? — A net worsening 
on the basis of these two factors before taking into account 
any proposed increases in fares on £l-5m. 

89. £lT5m. net worsening to meet which the increases 
both already imposed on the ordinary fares and sought to 
be authorised by this scheme produce the figure of £L2m.? 
— That is so. 

90. Leaving a surplus of £0-5m.? — Yes. 

91. Perhaps “surplus” is not quite the right word? — 
No, leaving an excess of yield of increased charges over 
and above these two factors of variation of £0-05m. 

92. Is that your view of the position of London Lines, 
taken at its most favourable to the passenger? — That is 
taking the simple and obvious changes and leaving out 
other more complicated ones which are all in the other 
direction as far as I am aware. If we had tried to go 
further we would have been bound to make the position 
worse. 

93. You have indicated that you have neglected the 

increased expenditure for British Railways as a whole, 
which you put at ? — £3-7m. 

94. And you have taken 5 per cent, instead of 5-2 per 
cent.? — Yes. 

95. And you have dealt only with the variations in 
prices and wage levels which you mentioned? — Yes. 

96. In your opinion, does that worsening of position of 
£lT5m. fairly represent the position, or is it at one or 

other end of a possible scale for estimation? It is a 

minimum statement of the worsening. 

(Mr. Fay): That is all I have to ask Mr. Winchester. 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Do you desire to ask any questions. 
Sir? 

(President): No. not yet. 



(The witness withdrew) 
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Mr. Philip Gaved James, sworn. 



Examined by Mr, 

97. Is your name Philip Gaved James? — Yes. 

98. Are you the Chief Financial Officer of the London 
Transport Executive? — I am. 

99. I think you have given evidence on financial matters 
at two previous Inquiries in 1953 and 1954? — ^That is' so. 

100. It may be convenient if we first of aU indicate the 
general scope of the evidence which you are going to give 
to the Tribunal. You are primarily concerned, are you 
not, with the estimates of working expenses of London 
Transport for “ B ” year, which is Item 1 1 in BTC 1 ? — 
Yes. 

101. That is the figure of £71m. for this future year? — 
That is so.. 

102. You do also refer, do you not, to the financial 
position of London Transport before the alterations in 
the passenger charges which are shown in Items 1, 2 and 
3 of Exhibit BTC 2?— I do. 

103. Those have already been explained by Mr. 
Winchester, and you will deal also, will you not, with the 
causes of change in the financial position of London 
Transport between “ Z ” year which was the future year 
adopted at the last Hearing, and “ B ” year? — ^Yes. 

104. And you will also deal with the changes between 
1954 and “ B ” year? — Yes, that is right. 

105. Both those comparisons, Mr. James, being shown 
on Exhibit BTC 3 ? — ^Yes. 

106. For the purpose of your evidence, do you accept 
the estimates of gross receipts from passenger traffic for 
“ B ” year, which are Item 8 on BTC 1 ? — Yes. 

107. Those figures will be spoken to by Mr. MacKenna 
when he gives his evidence? — ^Yes. 

{President)'. What about Item 9? 

108. (Mr. Harold Willis) : That is my very next question. 
Sir. The miscellaneous traffic receipts which are set out 
on item 9 are something you, Mr. James, can yourself 
deal with? — I shall deal with those. 

109. And you will deal with the various suggestions in 
this Item? — ^Yes. 

110. There is a small increase since 1954? — ^Yes; 

111. You also accept, do you not, the mileages estimates 
for London Transport for “ B ” year, which are set out 
in Items 4 to 6 of Exhibit BTC 21? — Yes. 

112. And those will be dealt with by Mr. MacKenna? — 
Yes. 

113. And you will only refer to mileage changes in so 
far as those changes are relevant to your explanation of 
the variation in levels of expense? — Yes. 

114. You deal with the consequentials of the mileage 
changes on the expenditure side? — ^That is so. 

115. As I indicated to the Tribunal this morning, 
Mr. James, the basis of the present application so far as 
London Transport is concerned is the worsening of the 
financial position since the 1954 charges scheme was 
submitted a year ago? — Yes, the worsening as compared 
with “ Z ” year as we saw it at that time. 

116. Now let us just consider what was the position at 
that time? — At that time the total net receipts cf the 
London Transport Executive before the increases in 
charges for which application was then being sought was 
£2m. as set out in Item 3 of Exhibit BTC 702. To that 
had to be added the yield of the increased charges as 
approved by the Tribunal amounting to £3-7m., making 
total net receipts at the charges approved by the Tribunal 
of £5-9m. in “ Z ” year. 

117. That is after deducting from what we ask for by 
way of increase that which the Tribunal did not grant? — 
That is is so. 

118. That represented, did it not, £0-6m. so far as 
London Transport were concerned? — Yes, £0-6m. 

119. And that figure of £5-96m. was the expected net 
receipts in the future year gave you in effect, had it been 
realised, £0'4m. above the contribution to centra] 
charges? — ^Yes. 

120. In “ B ” year what is the estimated total net 
receipts? — £3-3m. which appears at Line 3 of Exhibit 
BTC 2, that is before the new charges. 



Harold Willis. 

121. £5'9m. expected in “Z” year, £3-3m. expected in 

B ” year? — Yes, a worsening between the two of £2-6m. 

122. And the £2-6m. is shown at the bottom of BTC 3, 
Column A? — Yes. 

123. Which compares “B” year with “Z” year? — Yes. 

{Mr. Poole) : Wait a minute, Mr. Willis, I am not quite 
clear about this. Are you comparing £3-3m. with £5-9m.? 

{Mr. Harold Willis)'. Yes, the £5-9m. was the anticipated 
amount available by way of net receipts following your 
last award. In fact, that was “ Z ” year. For “ B ” year, 
the estimates shows we shall instead of getting £5-9m., 
only get £3 Am. 

(Mr. Poole)'. That is ignoring the estimated yield? 

(Mr. Harold Willis) : Ignoring this scheme altogether, on 
the basis of that which you authorised last time (which is 
included both in the “ Z ” year estimates and “ B ” year) 
we get this worsening, the £5-9m. for “ Z ” year and the 
£3 Am. for “ B ” year. 

{President)'. £5-9m. minus £3 Am.? 

{The Witness): Yes. 

124. {Mr. Harold Willis) : That is shown conveniently. 
Sir, in Column A in BTC 3. BTC 3 is the table summaris- 
ing the causes of this deterioration, is it not, Mr. James, 
and in Column A we see the deterioration between “ Z ” 
year and “ B ” year? — ^That is right. 

125. And there we get the £2- 6m. to meet which we 
are seeking these increases which are £2'6m.? — Yes, they 
are. 

126. I want you to deal, Mr. James, with the causes of 
this worsening? — ^Yes, there are three main causes ; the 
first is a substantial increase in wages rates for practically 
the whole of the London Transport staff, effective from 
about the beginning of 1955, which will cost the £3-2m. 
in a full year. There has also since “ Z ” year been a fall 
of traffic receipts which is estimated at £l-8m. Those two 
adverse factors together account for a deterioration of 
£5m., but because of the fall in traffic, total mileage has 
been substantially reduced as compared with “ Z ” year and 
economies estimated to be worth £2 Am. a year, that is 
the £0’5m. more than the fall in traffic, are to be made 
in “ B ” year. 

127. The £2 Am. represents the efforts made by London 
Transport to meet the situation arising partly by falling 
traffic and heavy rising costs? — Yes, that is so. 

128. And that very substantial figure of economies is 
estimated for the future year which or course has the 
effect of cutting down the adverse factor of £5m. to the 
lower figure? — Yes, that is so. 

129. And the net effect of those three factors is a reduc- 
tion to the figure of £2'7m.? — To a figure of £2'7m., which 
is the reduction in net traffic receipts as between “ Z ” year 
and “ B ” year. 

130. Those are the three main factors, are they not? 
— They are. 

131. Are there also other smaller factors which offset 
one another? — As regards expenses, other changes offset 
one another ; but there is one other factor, an improve- 
ment of £0Tm. in revenue from commercial advertising 
and letting of sites, which has to be offset against the 
figure of £2'7m. we mentioned just now, reducing the net 
deterioration in the position in “ B ” year as compared with 
“ Z ” year to £2-6m. 

1 32. That is the broad comparison between “ B ” year 
and “ Z ” year? — Yes. 

133. Making the same broad comparison— you are 
dealing with this in more detail later, but taking it broadly 
at this stage — in 1954 does BTC 1 show the London Trans- 
port net receipts figure as £l-9m.? — In “ B ” year? 

134. £2Am. in 1954?— Yes. 

135. That is a net traffic receipts figure? — Yes. 

136. In order to see how much you are in deficit to 
Central Finance, you have to take into account advertis- 
ing? — I would have to take into account the £2Am. and 
the £l'4m. advertising, making a total of £3'7m. for the 
total in 1954. 
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137. On the basis put forward last time, making a con-: 
tribution of £5-5m.? — Yes. 

138. Does that show that in 1954 London Transport was 
already in deficit in relation to Central Finance charges 
to the extent of £L8m.? — Yes, that is the difference 
between the £5-5m. of the Central Finance charges and 
£3'7m. of total net receipts. 

139. When we compare the future “ B ” year with 1954, 
shall we find that that unsatisfactory position is worse to 
the extent of £0-4m. in “ B ” year? — ^Yes, we shall. 

140. Now miscellaneous traffic receipts. That is a matter 

which I think it would be useful to deal with and get rid 
of? — Yes. This is the item that appears at line 9 of 
exhibit BTC 1. It relates almost entirely 

141. [President)-. Before you go on to the miscellaneous 

let me see I understand the comparison with 1954. 1954 

traffic results, surplus over working expenses of £2-3m.? — 
Yes. 

142. Offset against that commercial advertising and 
letting? — ^Not offset, add to it. 

143. Making £3-7m.? — ^Yes. 

1 44. An estimated worsening in the “ B ” year as com- 
pared with that of £0-4m.? — Yes, you can get it from line 3 
of BTC 2, which gives you those corresponding figures 
for “ B ” year. 

145. So you get the total net revenue, £3-3m.? — In “ B ” 
year, yes. 

146. I see, as the result of changes between “ B ” and 
1954? — That is so. 

147. [Mr. Harold Willis)-. And the £3-3m. is shown in 
line 3 of BTC 2, is it? — Yes, and the details appear in 
column [b) in BTC 3. 

148. You were dealing with miscellaneous traffic receipts, 
Mr. James? — Yes, as I said, that is line 9 in Exhibit 
BTC 1 ; it amounts to £0-4m. in 1954 and £0-4m. in “ B ” 
year. It is an item which relates almost entirely to the 
railways and about three-fourths of it just over £300,000 
out of £400,000 in 1954 relates to the amount receivable 
by London Transport from British Railways in respect of 
the passage of freight traffic over the London Transport 
lines. 

149. [President)-. How much is that? — £300,000 out of 
£400,000 ; the remainder of the item making up about 
£100,000 is receipts derived by London Transport from the 
carriage of parcels and mails from cloakrooms and from 
lavatories and from other miscellaneous traffic sources. 
The actual income from miscellaneous traffic receipts in 
1 954 was about £450,000. In “ B ” year it is estimated to 
be a little over £500,000. Those figures are described as 
£0'4m. in 1954 and £0-5m. in “B” year. 

1 50. [Mr. Harold Willis) : What was the figure in “ Z ” 

year? — £0-4m. The difference between the figures for 

“ Z ” year and 1954 and “ B ” year arises from the in- 
crease in British Railways’ freight rates in March, 1954, 
and June, 1955, which becomes reflected in the payment 
to London Transport in respect of freight carried over 
our lines. 

151. [President) : Is that proportion arrived at by some 
fixed formula? — It is arrived at as a toll based on loaded 
wagon miles and an allowance for working expenses be- 
cause British Railways have all their own trains. 

152. [Mr. Harold Willis): Perhaps we can pass from 
the miscellaneous traffic receipts, Mr. James, and look at 
the total net receipts in “ B ” year. On the basis of the 
estimates set out in BTC 2, do we find that the total net 
receipts of London Transport in “ B ” year, if the pro- 
posed fare increases are approved, will amount to £5-9m.? 
— Yes, that is the total of line 3, the total net receipts at 
old charges, £3'3m. plus the £2-6m. in line 6 for the 
estimated yield of the alterations in fares. 

153. That is precisely the same figure of net receipts as 
would have flowed from the Tribunal’s last decision had 
the position remained unchanged? — ^Yes. 

154. So far as the Central Charges are concerned, Mr. 
Winchester this morning gave evidence that he did not 
think it necessary to make any alteration in the £5-5m. 
which was the figure put forward last time? — Yes. 

155. If we accept that figure of £5-5m. do we find that 
London Transport has a margin of net receipts over its 
Central Charges of only £0-4m.?— Yes. 



156. That is the figure shown and brought out at the 
bottom of BTC 2? — Yes, line 7 of BTC 2. 

157. Would you like to say anything to the Tribunal, 
Mr. James, in regard to the adequacy of that margin? — I 
heard Mr. Winchester’s evidence on it this morning, and 
I would accept all that he said about it and I would 
only add that it is an extremely small margin in relation 
to transactions which involve receipts and expenses each 
exceeding £70m. a year, where even so small a variation 
as 1 per cent, can be worth £700,000 one way or the 
other. 

158. And, of course, it is pertinent to have regard to 
the fact that such a surplus, if it were realised, would 
make no sort of impression on the accumulated deficits 
of London Transport? — No, those deficits amount at the 
moment to more than £14m. and £0-4m. is a very small 
sum indeed in relation to £14m. 

159. Does a margin of this order offer any possibility 
of building up any general reserve? — I do not think so. 

160. And of course, when once considering a figure of 
this kind, it is relevant to have regard to the fact that 
replacement at the moment when it becomes necessary 
is costing a great deal more than it used to? — ^Yes. If 
we were to calculate our depreciation provisions on 
replacement prices instead of our book valuations, 
namely the original cost as we do today, we should need 
to set aside an additional £2- 3m. every year for the 
difference between original cost and replacement prices. 

161. Would you be good enough now, Mr. James, to 
deal in rather more detail with the estimate of working 
expenses in “ B ” year? — So far as concerns the estimate 
of working expenses for the “ B ” year, the figure has 
been compiled on the normal basis for preparing these 
forecasts for a future period. It is a basis which I out- 
lined fairly fully at the Inquiry a year ago, and the 
evidence I then gave is set out in Questions 463 and 464 
on Page 28 of the 1954 Minutes of Evidence and I hardly 
think it is necessary to traverse the same ground again, 
I would only say that while the general principles of the 
method remain unaltered, there are constant refinements 
in detail and making these estimates more exact so far 
as we possibly can do so. 

162. But subject to that, has the basis which you then 
explained in those answers been adopted for the purpose 
of estimating working expenses for “ B ” year? — It has. 

163. Making suitable allowances for the effect of 
changes known up to the middle of May 1955? — Yes. 

164. Has any provision been made for any variation in 
prices which have not already been announced? — No, no 
provision has been made at all for those. We have seen 
an upward trend in the wholesale price index numbers 
in recent months, and we must except, I suppose, some 
further increase in prices as the present round of wage 
increases works its way through into the wholesale prices 
themselves ; but we have made no allowance for any 
increase which of course it is quite impossible to forecast 
at this time. 

165. But in so far as there may be this rising price 
trend, the way which you have put your figures forward 
tends to put the working expenses below what they 
might be rather than above? — ^Yes, it does. 

166. What is the total figure of working expenses for 
“ B ” year in accordance with your estimate? — £71m. 

167. That we find in Line 11 of BTC 1? — ^Yes. 

168. Does that represent a net increase of £0-9m. over 
the estimated working expenses of “Z” year? — Yes, it 
does. The estimated working expenses for “ Z ” year 
appeared in Line 11 of Exhibit BTC 701 at £70Tm. 
The “ B ” year figure is £71m., an increase of £0'9m. 

169. And £2'8m., is it not, over the working expenses 
of 1954 of £68-2m. shown in BTC 1, Column 2? — ^Yes. 
That is derived from the figures of £68-2m. for 1954 
and £71m. for “ B ” year. 

170. The causes of the variation in the working 
expenses in “ B ” year are shown, are they not, in Exhibit 
3?— Yes. 

171. First of all, in comparison with “Z” year, column 
A, then by comparison with 1954, column B? — ^Yes. 

172. Do you now propose, Mr. James, to deal with 
each of the items set out in those columns in a little more 
detail, dealing first with the comparison for “Z” year? — 
Yes. 
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173. Lf we look at BTC 3, Line 10, we see that there 
is an increase of £0-9m. working expenses in “ B ” year, 
compared with “Z” year? — ^Yes. 

174. Is that a net figure covering several major and a 
number of minor items of increased cost and saving? — 
Yes. 

175. And you will now deal with each of those items 
separately? — If you please. 

176. Would you take them in order as they appear on 
BTC 3? — Yes. Taking first Line 1, increase in wages rates, 
£3 ■2m. There were a number of minor wage increases in 
1945 after the “ Z ” year estimates had been completed 
and submitted to the Tribunal. The annual cost of those 
increases was about £60,000, but the main cause of this 
increase of £2- 3m. shown in Item 1 is the increase in wages 
rates which were granted to substantially the whole of the 
London Transport stafi, effective from about the beginning 
of 1955. The increases in basic rates varied from grade 
to grade, but weighted for the numbers in various grades 
and taking account of the 89,000 staff concerned, the esti- 
mated cost of the 1955 increases in a full year is a little 
under £3 ■2m. Adding together the £60,000 for the minor 
increases and the major item of the 1955 increases, I get 
£3^2m. as the cost of the wage increases which have been 
granted since the “ Z ” year estimates were submitted. 

177. Representing the extra burden of wages which wfil 
have to be paid in “ B ” year which were not taken into 
account in “ Z ” year? — ^Yes. 

178. That is Item 1 in BTC 2?— Yes. 

179. Item 2. There is nothing as between “ B ” year 
and “Z” year? — No, the actual cost of the wages grade 
pension scheme in “ B ” year will be the same figure as 
we estimated for “ Z ” year a year ago. 

180. Item 3, increased rate of national insurance con- 
tributions from 6th June, 1955? — From the 6th June the 
national insurance contribution for both employers and 
employees goes up by Is. Od. a week for adults and 6d. a 
week for juveniles. This £0^2m., which appears in Item 3, 
is the additional cost of the increased employers’ contribu- 
tion to London Transport in a full year. It is estimated 
to be a little over £0^2m., but it is put here at £0^2m. 

181. Item 4 covers price level, and here I see a dash 
indicating that you estimate no change on balance between 
“Z” year and “B” year? — Yes, dealing first with the 
items mentioned here, fuel oil, tyres, coal and electric 
current. There has been quite a number of changes up 
and down in the prices of aU these items since the “ Z ” 
year estimates were submitted a year ago, but the increases 
and the decreases cancel one another out, and have no 
net effect as between “ Z ” year, and “ B ” year. But of 
course I have not allowed here, as I said just now, for 
any future variations in prices which have not so far been 
announced. 

182. I think it is right to point out that there has been 
no allowance made for the effect of increased rail and sea 
freight charges on cost? — ^The rail freights will cost about 
£30,000 a year and I have now heard of an increase in 
sea freights which will cost rather less. Neither of those 
items has been allowed for in this paper. 

183. You have told us you have only allowed for 
variations which have come into force. You have heard, 
have you not, of the possibility of the price of coal going 
up? — Yes, I have heard various figures mentioned, and 
perhaps the simplest way to express it as regards London 
Transport is to say that every Is. Od. in the ton in the price 
of coal would cost us £40,000 a year. 

184. I think one of the Chairmen of the Gas Board 
mentioned a figure of 8s. Od. in the paper? — I heard that 
figure. I hoped it would not apply to London Transport. 

(President) : It was the North-Western Area, was it not? 

185. (Mr. Harold Willis)-. Yes it was. (To the -witness)-. 

If you look at Line 5, the addition of those items comes to 
a net increase in wages and prices of £3 ■dm.? — ^Yes. 

186. Item 6 is described as “ variation in maintenance 
expenditure other than changes arising from wages and 
price variations and from mileage changes ”? — ^Yes. 

187. You put a figure there of £0^1m.? — Yes. 

188. What is that represented by? — If I could deal 
first with the exclusions mentioned there in brackets, the 
effect of wage changes on maintenance expenditure is 



allowed for in Item 1. The effect in mileage savings is 
allowed for in Item 9, which we shall come to presently. 
This Item, Item 6, relates to all other changes in main- 
tenance expenditure. As between “ B '' year and “ Z ” 
year, apart from those items which I have specifically 
excluded, there is no material change in the actual 
expenditure on maintenance. Expenditure on buses and 
coaches is down a little, and on railways is a little bit 
up ; but in making our assessment of maintenance expendi- 
ture for “ Z ” year a year ago we had to allow for the 
fact that the accounting arrangements for maintenance 
were being changed as from the beginning of 1954. That 
was a matter which was outlined by Sir Reginald Wilson 
at a previous Inquiry. We had to make an allowance 
for that change on a provisional basis because the details 
had not been worked out. A year ago we were in fact 
incorrect to the extent of £0^1 m. in the estimate we made 
for the effect of that change. It is that understatement 
of the maintenance expenditure in the “ Z ” year estimates 
which accounts for this increase between “ Z ” year and 
“ B ” year, because the actual expenditure, as I said just 
now, is substantially unchanged. 

189. Item 7, “ other variations apart from mileage 
reduction,” a reduction of £0^3m. Is that a figure built 
up over a diverse group of, items? — Yes. It covers all 
the other causes of change. Only one of them is as 
much as £0^1m., and that is a reduction in the charge 
for depreciation, because an increasing proportion of the 
assets has exceeded its book life and no longer requires 
provision to be made for it. The remainder of this item 
consists of a considerable number of changes, both up 
and down, including, for example, a change due to an 
improvement in the number of miles we get on a gallon 
of fuel. 

190. How much does that come to? — £80,000. Then 
there is reduction in the charge for clothing of £80,000 ; 
compensation for accidents is lower by £60,000 ; and 
there is a reduction of £70,000 in respect of traffic staff 
.on the railways where the staff shortage has caused 
reductions in station staff, and we are assuming that 
reduction will be maintained. 

191. Then on the other side, you have had to estimate 
more for local rates, have you not? — ^Yes. There is an 
additional £30,000 allowed for local rates and an addi- 
tional £80,000 for superannuation other than wages staff 
pension scheme. Those are the more important items. 
There are, of course, other smaller items. 

192. But taking increases against reductions, we get 
a minus quantity, do we not, of £0^3m. in Item 7? — 
We do, yes. 

193. Does that give you, in Line 8, a gross increase 
in working expenses of £3^2m.? — Yes. 

194. Then in Item 9 we see a figure of minus £2^3m., 
which you describe as “ savings, including maintenance 
savings arising from mileage reductions ”? — Yes. 

195. This represents, does it not, Mr. James, the savings 
which London Transport estimates it will be able to make 
in the light of the rising costs which it has to meet and 
in the light of the traffic offering? — Yes. 

196. This figure of 2^3 is, of course, a figure which you 
have calculated upon mileage savings, or upon a mileage 
to be run, which has been provided to you? — ^That is so. 

197. If we look at BTC 21, we see the mileage esti- 
mates for “ B ” year? — Yes. 

198. And is it upon the estimates in BTC 21, as com- 
pared with the estimates in the previous May for “ Z ” 
year, that this £2^3m. is calculated? — Yes. In BTC 21, 
Column 3, the total mileage to be run by London Trans- 
port in “ B ” year is put at 594,800,000 car miles. In 
BTC 801 (that is the exhibit at the last Inquiry), the 
mileage to be run on “Z” year was put at 617,400,000 
car miles. The reduction between those two figures is 
22,600,000 car miles, and it is in relation to that reduc- 
tion of 22,600,000 car miles that the saving which I have 
shown in BTC 3 has been calculated. 

199. This reduction in car mileage is a net figure, is it 
not? — Yes, there is an increase in railways and a decrease 
in road services. 

200. Just to get the figures as shown on BTC 21 on 
the record, that shows an increase of 3^1 million car miles 
on the railways and a reduction of 15-1 million car miles 
on the road services?- — Yes. 
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{President)'. As compared with 1954? 

{Mr. Poole)'. No, as compared with this figure. 

(President): 1 see ; comparing it with 801. 

(The Wilne.ss) : The figures on the railways were 

191,900,000 in “Z” year up to 195,000,000 car miles in 
“ B ” year. That is an increase of 3,100,000. And on the 
road services, a decrease from 425,500,000 in “ Z ” year 
to 399,800,000 in “ B ” year ; that is a decrease of 25'7 
million car miles. 

20 1 . (Mr. Harold Willis) : Is that reduction on the road 
services mainly in connection with the central buses and 
trolley buses? — Almost entirely. 

202. On the railways will there also be an increase in 
train miles in “ B ” year as compared with “ Z ” year? — 
Yes. There will be an increase of ITm. train miles. 

203. Is that also shown when one compares 801 and 
21? — 1 think not. The London Transport train mileage 
is not shown in these exhibits. 

204. Do the mileage changes to which you have just 
referred affect direct operating expenses? — ^Yes. 

205. And do they all also, in so far as they result in 
changes in the number of vehicles in service, affect both 
maintenance and depreciation? — Yes. 

206. How have you evaluated the effect of the changes 
of mileage on direct operating expenses? — ^We have taken 
each form of transport separately and we have evaluated 
changes in car mileage by reference to those factors of 
cost which vary with mileage ; that is to say, crew costs, 
fuel and tyres on the road services, and electric current 
on the railways. Then in the case of the railways we have 
evaluated the train mileage changes by reference to crew 
costs, because crew costs vary with train miles rather than 
car miles. 

207. On the road services, are the savings in mileage 
associated with a complete recasting of schedules on the 
central buses and the trolley buses?— Yes ; that has been 
done in 1955. 

208. What will be the result of that rescheduling? — That 
we shall be able to withdraw from service 312 buses and 
138 trolley buses ; that is a total of 450 vehicles with, of 
course, the associated crews that I have already allowed 
for. 

209. In that way you also produce, apart from the 
savings on the crew, savings in maintenance and cleaning 
costs, licensed vehicle duty and depreciation? — Yes. 

210. Can you give us the figure of maintenance savings 
arising from that?— Yes, I did not give you a figure of 
operating savings which perhaps I might mention. The 
direct operating savings, including the licensed vehicle duty 
arising from the mileage cuts, are estimated at £1,950,000 
in a full year. The savings in maintenance are estimated 
at £350,000 in a full year, and the savings in depreciation 
at £60,000. The total of those three items is £2,325,000 
a year, which appears as £2-3m. at Line 9 of Exhibit 
BTC 3. 

211. (Mr. Poole): I do not quite understand your 
saving on depreciation. You stiU have vehicles and stock? 
— We have assumed for this calculation that if we no 
longer require the vehicles for operating purposes we shall 
be able to dispose of them. 

212. So you do not charge any depreciation on them at 
all?— No. 

213. (Mr. Harold Willis): We thus get to the position, 
do we not, Mr. James, that against the increases in working 
expenses shown in Line 8 of £3'2m., London Transport 
has secured economies due to reduced mileage of .€2-3m.? 
—Yes. 

214. Leaving a net increase in working costs of .£0-9m., 
which is Line 10 of BTC 3? — Yes. 

215. That is on the expenses side that we have been 
dealing with? — Expenses only, yes. 

216. Now if we go down the table we must look for 
the variations in gross receipts as between these two years? 
—Yes. 

217. Do we see in Line 12 a figure of £l-8m., changes 
in volume of traffic? — Yes. 

218. That is a reduction of receipts in “B” year as 
compared with “ Z ” year? — ^Yes. 



219. And that is a figure which will be spoken to by 
Mr. MacKenna, is it not? — Yes, it is. It is arrived at 
by a comparison of Line 10 in Table BTC 701, after 
allowing for the effect of fares increases in 1954 as agreed 
by the Tribunal, and Line 10 in BTC 1. 

220. Adding that figure of reduction in receipts of 
£l-8m. to the increase in expenses of £0-9, we get, in 
line 14, the figure of minus £2'7m., variation in net traffic 
receipts? — That is the reduction in net traffic receipts as 
between “ B ” year and “ Z ” year. 

221. As a small offset to this, is there an improvement 
of £0Tm. in net receipts from advertising and letting of 
sites? — ^Yes ; small increases arising, in fact, under both 
those headings grouped there. 

222. That represents the £2’6m. at the bottom, the 
worsening of the position of London Transport by com- 
paring these two years, “ Z ” year and “ B ” year? — Yes. 

223. May we now look at Column B, the comparison 
of “ B ” year with 1954? — Yes. 

224. BTC 1 shows that the estimated net traffic receipt 
of London Transport in 1954 amounted to ,£2-3m.? — Yes. 

225. That is Line 12, BTC 1 ? — Yes. 

226. Do you have to add to that a sum of £L4m. 
representing the advertising income and rents in 1954? — 
Yes ; producing a total net receipt of £3'7m. in 1954. 

227. In that year the minimum contribution which 
London Transport should have made to central charges 
was £5-5m.? — Yes. 

228. Was there, therefore, in 1954 a deficit to the extent 
of £L89m.? — Yes. 

229. That is the figure you have already mentioned 
earlier on in your evidence? — ^That is so. 

230. Then the total net receipts of “ B ” year, before 
the proposed fare increases are included, are , estimated 
at £3-3m., are they not?— Yes. 

231. That is BTC 2, item 3?— Yes. 

232. The total net receipt in 1954 we have just given 
as £3'7m.?— Yes. 

233. The results for “B” year before fare increases 
are thus expected to be ‘£0- 4m. ' worse than 1954? — Yes. 

234. That is shown on Line 16 of BTC 3? — Yes, in 
column B. 

235. That is the worsening as between 1954 and “B” 
year? — Yes. 

236. And set out in this second column of BTC 3 are 
the causes of that worsening, reconciling those two years 
together? — ^Yes. 

237. We can just take these quite shortly, Mr. James, 
because I think they are fairly plain on the face of the 
document. Are the main causes of this worsening, on 
the one hand, increases in working costs, in which wage 
increases granted early in 1955 are the main factor? — Yes. 

238. And, on the other hand, there are the sayings due 
to the mileage reductions ; and of course there is a third 
factor, that in “ B ” year there is a full year from the 
1954 increases? — Yes, instead of a part year in 1954. 

239. Perhaps you would just deal with a few of these 
items, Mr. James. What about the variation in vvorking 
expenses as between these two years? The first item is 
an increase of £3*2m. in wages rates. That is substan- 
tially the cost of the wages increase granted at the begin- 
ning of 1955, which I mentioned earlier in relation to 
the comparisons between “ Z ” year and B year. 

240. (President): £60,000 fell in 1954, did it not? 
There is a small carry over of about £25,000, which does 
not affect these figures. 

241. (Mr. Harold Willis): Then there is a small item 
in connection with pensions?— Yes. The pension scheme 
for wages grades did not become operative until the 1st 
October, 1954, so there was only a part-year’s charge in 
1954 compared to a full-year’s charge in “ B ” year. 

242. Then you have already dealt with Item 3 when 
comparing “B” year with “Z” year, equally applicable 
when you compare “ B ” year with 1954? — Yes, the 
reasons for the increases in amount are both the same. 

243. We see the resulting position shown in line 5. 
Line 6, Mr. James, shows the variation in maintenance 
expenditure between the two years of £0-4 m.? — Yes. In 
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1954, partly because of staff shortage and partly because 
of the delay in the construction of the new bus overhaul 
works at Aldenham, maintenance generally fell behind 
schedule and we under-spent our budget by quite a con- 
siderable amount in 1954. I said earlier on that we were 
not expecting any great difference as between “ Z ” year 
and “ B ” year, and in making comparisons between 1954 
and “ B ” year the under-spending in 1954 is assumed to 
be overtaken. There will be still a smaller expenditure 
on maintenance of buses and coaches in “ B ” year than 
we had originally expected in 1954, but there is some in- 
crease in maintenance expenditure on the railways. But 
the main reason for this increase between “ B ” year and 
1954 is that, for the reasons I mentioned, 1954 was an 
abnormally low year for maintenance expenditure. 

244. Then on line 7, there is £0-3m. What is the 
explanation of that, for variations apart from mileage 
reductions? — Again there are quite a number of reasons 
here. The first is a reduction of £0Tm. in the charge 
for depreciation. That is the same item as I mentioned 
in dealing with comparisons between “ Z ” year and “ B ” 
year. Then there are two other items which were special 
causes of reduction of expenses in 1954, and they are not 
expected to recur in “ B ” year : The first was that in 1954 
we made exceptionally good prices for scrap and we 
realised £0Tm. more from scrap sales than we had 
allowed for in our forecast. We are not expecting that 
to be repeated. The other was that in 1954 there was a 
partial strike of the central road services in October which 
resulted in a reduction in mileage of 2-8m. car miles and 
saved expense to the extent of £0-2m. and also, of course, 
lost traffic receipts to a much greater extent ; but we are 
not assuming that the special saving in 1954 will be 
repeated in “ B ” year. Those items together account for 
£0-2m. out of this £0-3m. The remaining £0Tm. consists 
of a number of small items, none of which appears to be 
of sufficient size or importance to require special mention. 

245. Then, if we look at line 8, we see that you are 
anticipating in “ B ” year as compared with 1954 an 
increase of working expenses of £4-3m.?— Yes. 

246. Then there is going to be a saving in “ B ” year 
as compared with 1954 through the mileage reductions? — ■ 
Yes. The mileage changes are apparent from exhibit 
BTC 21, which shows, at line 4, an increase in railway 
car mileage of around 2-6m. and, in line 5, a reduction 
in road services car mileage of 10-7m. There is actually 
a reduction in scheduled mileage in “ B ” year as com- 
pared with 1954 of about 13im. car miles, but in “ B ” 
year we are assuming that the 2-8m. car miles which were 
saved in 1954 due to the strike will not be saved, so that 
that has to be offset against the gross saving of mileage, 
producing the net figure I gave just now. 

247. Will there also be an increase of Mm. in railway 
train miles? — ^Yes. 

248. Have you gone through the same process in 
evaluating the saving from those mileage changes as you 
did when comparing “B” year and “Z” year? — ^Yes ; 
eliminating the effect of the strike which I have already 
allowed for as part of item 7, we have evaluated the 
mileage changes as between 1954 and “ B ” year on the 
same basis as I outlined just now in the comparison be- 
tween “ Z ” year and “ B ” year. Using that basis, we 



get resulting savings in operating expenses of £1,110,000 
and in maintenance and depreciation of £375,000, which 
together produce a total saving, due to mileage changes, 
of £1,485,000, which is included, in hne 9 of BTC 3, 
column B, as jET5m. 

249. If we deduct those from the gross increase in costs 
of £4-3m., we show a net increase in costs of £2-8m.? — 
Yes. 

250. Which is BTC 3, item 10? — Item 10, at column B. 

251. Then, passing down column B to the receipts, line 
11, “increase fares (1954 scheme), plus £2-7m.” Is that 
due to the fact that in “ B ” year you will have a full 
year at the increased fares, whereas in 1954 you only had 
a part year? — ^Yes. 

252. Line 12, “ Changes in volume of traffic.” Will 
there, on the estimates for “ B ” year, be a change in 
volume of traffic down to £0-3m. as compared with 1954? 
— ^That is the expectation. 

253. So that we get a figure of plus £2-4m. increases 
in receipts in “ B ” year as compared with 1954? — Yes ; 
that is at line 13 on BTC 3. 

254. And, deducting that plus £2-4m. from the £2-8m. 
increase in working expenses, we get the figure in line 14, 

“ variations in net traffic receipts, £0-4m.”? — Yes. 

255. That represents the worsening of the position as 
between “ B ” year and that which you actually showed 
in 1954?— Yes. 

256. For the reasons which you have indicated? — ^Yes. 

257. The object of that was to relate “ B ” year first 
to the reality of the figures we know, having previously 
related it to the figures which were estimates? — Yes ; that 
is so. 

258. That is the object of putting these two columns in 
this table? — It is simply that, yes. 

259. I would like to ask you one or two general ques- 
tions on the figures you have given in those tables relating 
to the position of London Transport in “ B ” year before 
concluding your evidence. Do you summarise it in this 
way: that the estimates for the working expenses have 
been carefully compiled and have no allowances for con- 
tingencies and, in particular, making provision for price 
increases? — I do. 

260. In your view, is the figure you have given for 
working expenses of £71m. assumed for “ B ” year a 
fair and reasonable estimate? — Yes ; subject to the impor- 
tant qualification you have already mentioned yourself 
about the possible effect of price increases. 

261. And if the figures of receipts which will be given 
are set against the figures of expenses which you have 
put before the Tribunal, do we find that London Trans- 
port, in “ B ” year, will be in the position shown on 
BTC 2? — ^Yes ; assuming the yield of the changed fares is 
as shown in that statement. 

262. Is it plain from BTC 2 that, unless the fare increases 
are granted, London Transport will find itself in the posi- 
tion of failing to meet its central charges by the sum of 
£2-2m.?— Yes. 

263. And, to avoid that position, has this application for 
increases been put forward? — Yes. 



(The witness withdrew^ 
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264. Is your name David MacKenna? — ^Yes. 

265. Are you Chief Commercial Officer to the London 
Transport Executive? — I am. 

266. Are you responsible to the Executive for the depart- 
ment dealing with fares and charges? — ^Yes. 

267. I think you were appointed Joint Commercial 
Manager of the Executive in 1950 ; Commercial Manager 
in 1951, and to your present position in 1953?— That is 
true, 

268. Have you been engaged in the preparation of the 
case relating to London Area charged at all the previous 
Inquiries under the Transport Act to passenger scales? — 
Yes ; since the 1950 scheme. _ 



269. The 1950 London Area Scheme was, I think I am 
right in saying, the first of the series? — -That is right, yes. 

270. Of which this is now the fifth? Are you going to 
deal in evidence with the fares and charges aspect of the 
case? — Yes. 

271. In respect of the London Area, both London 
Transport and the London Lines of British Railways? — -Of 
the passenger services of London Transport and London 
Lines. 

272 . Will your evidence be divided into three main 
heads: Firstly, the estimate of the passenger receipts for 
the London Area in “ B ” year at the old charges?^ — Yes. 

273. Secondly the increases in fares and charges which 
are the subject of this application? — Yes, 
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274. And, thirdly, will you give an estimate of the 
revenue to be yielded by the proposed increases? — I will, 
yes. 

275. Coming to the first matter, the estimate of pas- 
senger receipts for “ B ” year on the basis of the old fares ; 
Would yen turn to Exhibit 21. Does that set out, as 
we already' know, the estimates of passenger receipts and 
car miles? — Yes. In column 2 are the actual receipts and 
car miles, the ascertained receipts and car miles, of the 
year 1954.; and in column 3 is the estimate for “ B ” year. 

276. So far as the road services are concerned, do the 
estimates for “ B ” year include the parts of the road service 
system which are outside the London special area? — They 
do, and also for the actuals in the year 1954, 

277. That proportion is subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Licensing Authorities? — Yes ; the fares are determined by 
the Licensing Authority. 

278. Is it possible to divide with any accuracy the 
receipts of the road services between those which are within 
the Lendpn Area and those which are without? — It is 
not possible to make a very precise division, but approxi- 
mately £980,000 are the receipts on the road services which 
are subject to the jurisdiction of the Licensing Authority. 
That figure represents about 1-9 per cent, of London 
Transpptt’s passenger receipts from their road services, or 
about 1-4 per cent, of the London Transport’s total 
passenger receipts. 

279. {Mr. Poole)'. The others are mainly Green Line 
buses, are they? — They are the country buses in the main, 
yes. There are also the outer end of the Green Line 
coach services. 

280. (Mr. Fay): .Still on BTG 21, dees that show, at 
line 3, an estimate of receipts of £72-4m.? — ^Yes ; £72-4m. 
is the figure of the estimated receipts for London Trans- 
port at the old charges in “ B ” year. 

281. How is that estimate arrived at? — That estimate 
is actually the estimate used for London Transport’s own 
domestic purposes for the year 1955. 

282. That is a method which has been adopted in past 
years? — It was adopted last time, although “B” year 
and 1955, by definition, do not coincide. The estimate 
was made at the end of 1954 when the actual results for 

1954 were available and it represents what seemed at 
the time to be the best possible forecast of the probable 
results of 1955 at the then level of charges. 

283. (Mr. Poole) : Does that, in a general way, apply 
to the whole of that column 3?— That applies to the whole 
of that column, yes. 

284. (Mr. Fay) : What was the basis upon which you 
started in making the estimate for 1955 which has been 
taken for “ B ” year? — ^The basis of the estimate was 
the actual results for 1954. That is the figure of £70-07m. 

285. That is shown in column 2? — In column 2, at item 
3. Then certain adjustments were made to that figure. 
There was a major upward adjustment of £2- 68m. which 
represented the yield for the remainder of a full year 
of the new charges that were introduced on the 26th 
September, 1954. Then there were a number of other, 
adjustments. There was an upward one to take into 
account the effect of the bus strike in October, 1954, 
where we lost receipts in 1954 ; and there were certain 
downward adjustments to take into account, in the first 
place, downward variations in the level of mileage in 

1955 compared with 1954, and some decline of traffic 
which we expected in 1955 due in the main, so we say, 
to increased private car competition, but offset to some 
extent by the effect of abnormally bad weather in 1954, 
particularly in the summer, which, in our view, depressed 
the receipts of 1954 rather below what we might have 
expected in a normal year. 

286. You are taking an optimistically normal view of 
this year? — Well, we are so far taking an optimistic view. 

287. I said “ optimistically normal ”? — ^The net effect of 
these other adjustments — apart from the adjustment for 
the increased revenue from the new fares — was a decline 
of £0-35m. So that over-all we estimated a net 
increase over 1954 of £2-33m., which is the £2-68m. 
from the new fares less £0 3 5m. from these adjustments ; 
and in this way we arrived at a figure of £72- 4m. for 
1955 at the old charges. 

288. You mentioned one of the causes of decline of 
traffic as increased private car competition. Are there 
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any signs of that abating? — Not in our view. We did 
get out some figures of the number of private car licences 
current in successive years. These figures are based upon 
official, published figures relating to the Counties and 
to County Boroughs, and we ourselves made an appor- 
tionment for those parts of the London Transport Area 
which did not coincide with the County boundaries on the 
basis of the population within the area as a proportion 
of the total of the County ; and the figures for the last 
three years are as follows : In, 1952 the number of licences 
current during the third quarter of the year was 549,000 ; 
in 1953 it was 612,000 — an increase of 63,000 ; and in 
1954 it was 688,000 — an increase of 76,000. So that 
oyer those three years there has . been an increase, at a 
slightly increasing rate ; and we see no reason to expect 
that increase to cease. 

289. That was your method of arriving at the forecast. 
I do not know whether you regard it as a matter particu- 
larly easy or difficult to make a firm forecast? — No. We 
regard it as a matter of very great difficulty. In fore- 
casting traffic there are always a number of variable and, 
I would say, unpredictable factors. For example, there 
is the weather ; there are general economic conditions, 
and circumstances that are outside our control ; there is 
competition from other forms of Transport ; there are 
shifts of population. An estimate made at the beginning 
of the year is bound to have an element of speculation 
m It, and we would say, at the beginning of the year, 
that it is on a broad basis in the light of our experience, 
and it is the best estimate we can put forward at that 
time. 

290. In this case are we in the position of being able 
to check the forecast against the actual receipts so far 
as the year has progressed?— Twenty-two weeks of the 
year have already run and we have got the actual receipts 
for London Transport for those twenty-two weeks. 

291. Accordingly, Exhibit BTC 22 has been prepared 
with a view to supplying a test of the forecast so far as 
it is possible to do it?— Yes. This is in the same form as 
the exhibit we produced last time. 

292. If I may just deal with an alteration to that table 
so far as it is printed; Is it entirely accurate and does 
column 2 set out the precise forward estimates which 
were made week by week? — That is so. 

293. But now that we have got the results we were 
given this morning by my learned friend Mr. Willis for 
the week commencing 5th June, it follows that we have 
results, does it not, which include the increases in fares 
which came into operation on that date? — Yes. The 
week ended the 5th June had one day in it. The Sunday 
was at the new fares and the figures in column 2 from 
5th June onwards should be revised to take into account 
the estimated yield of the new fares. 

294. Have you, in fact, prepared a revised table show- 
ing there the weeks ending 5th June with the revised 
estimate in column 2? — Yes, we have prepared a table. 

(Mr. Fay) : Might I hand copies to you and to my 
learned friends. Sir? 

(President): Yes. , 

(Mr. Fay): Might we call it Exhibit BTC 22A? It 
does reproduce 22, and it would be convenient to call it 
22 A. I do not know whether you wish it to be printed? 

(President): It is much better. Then it will become 
BTC 22A and will be included in the transcript. 

295. (Mr. Fay) : The revised exhibit includes the figures, 
does it not, which were given by my learned friend this 
morning for the week ending the 5th June? — It does, 
yes. Up to the week ended May the 29th the figures 
on BTC 22A are identical with those on BTC 22. The 
variation occurs in column 2, where the estimated revenue 
yield from the new fares that came into operation on 
5th June have been included, whereas on the original 
exhibit the figures in column 2 were the estimates 
throughout the whole year at the old fares. 

296. (President): Did the fares come into operation on 
the Monday morning, or the Sunday morning? — On the 
Sunday. 

297. Do these figures, therefore, include two days at 
the new fares?— They include one , day. The week ends 
on the Sunday for this purpose. 
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298. (Mr. Fay) : I would like to go through this table 
and look at what has happened period by period. The 
scheme of the table is, I think, readily apparent. You 
are able,- in the last three columns, to show how the 
receipts differed both individually, by weeks and in the 
aggregate, both in total and by percentage, from the 
forecast. That is so, is it not? — That is so, yes. 

^299. Would you comment upon the result period by 
period? — For the first three weeks of the year the weather 
was abnormally cold and by January the 23rd the actual 
receipts were £121,000, or 3 per cent., down on the fore- 
cast. There then followed a period of about three weeks 
when the weather greatly improved and for the time of 
the year was mild and dry, and the receipts recovered 
so that by the end of six weeks (that is to say, the week 
ending 13th February) the actual receipts were only £3,000 
down upon the estimate — which was a very, very small 
margin. You could say that the estimate was fulfilled. 
In the following week there was a partial strike at certain 
of the central road service garages and again the weather 
became very cold and thereafter the receipts slipped below 
the estimate. By the 27th March, after twelve weeks, 
they were down by £166,000, or 1 per cent., and after 
that there was a good four weeks from the point of 
view of weather, it became much warmer, and by the 
end of sixteen weeks (the 24th April) the receipts com- 
pared with the estimate were only £98,000 down, or 0-5 per 
cent. Thereafter they slipped again, and by May the 
29th they were £251,000 down, or 0-8 per cent. 

300. Before we pass from that : was there a partial bus 
strike in the second week? — ^There was a partial bus strike 
on the week ending 8th May, yes, and that lost us some 
receipts. In the week ending the 5th June (which was a 
full week of the railway strike and one day at the new 
fares) the increase, compared with the estimate, was 
£101,000 ; but that, of course, is, to some extent at any 
rate, an artificial increase because traffic was hopelessly 
upset, and it will have some counterpart on British 
Railways No. 9’s. 

301. Having regard to the experience of the actual 
receipts so far, what do you say about the accuracy of 
the estimate?— If anything, I think the estimate is on the 
optimistic side, but so far I do not think it will be very 
far out. Certainly I would say that it is not likely to be 
too low an estimate for the year as a whole, but in view 
of the reasonable approximation between the actuals and 
the estimate the Commission do not seek to revise the 
estimate at this stage. 

302. You say it may be on the optimistic side? That is 
an estimate of the year 1955? — Yes. 

303. What do you say of it as an estimate of “ B ” 
year?— As an estimate of “B” year it is likely to be 
rather more optimistic because “ B ” year begins about 
now, when we are half way through 1955, and included in 
the estimate for 1955 was an estimate of some declining 
traffic due to what we might call economic causes in the 
broadest sense, that is to say, private car competition, 
and there is still a growth of television altering people’s 
habits. So for “ B ” year I would suggest that the figure 
of £72-4m. at the old charges is likely to be too low 
rather than too high, and even more than if it was regarded 
as an estimate for 1955 alone. 

304. There is a declining trend in traffic, and you got 
six months further on towards the decline? — ^There is a 
decline in traffic on the London Transport services, that is 
to say, mainly on the in Town services of London 
Transport. 

305. So much for BTC 22. Now will you go back to 
BTC 21 and look at the lower half of the table, that part 
dealing with London Lines of British Railways?— Yes. 

306. There is an estimate of receipts there for “ B ” year 
of £22- 97m.?— Yes. 



307. How was that arrived at? — ^That was arrived at in 
much the same way as the estimate for London Transport. 
It is the forecast of receipts prepared by British Railways 
for their own use for the year 1955, and it is based on 
the ascertained results for 1952 which are shown in 
column 2, £22-382m. There is an adjustment for the yield 
of the new fares for a full year that we introduced in 
September, 1954, and there is a very small upward rise 
in the level of traffic. 

308. The other part of this particular table deals with 
car mileage or train mileage. Would you direct your 
attention now to items 4 and 5, which are service car 
miles on railways and road services respectively of the 
London Transport services? — ^Yes, again in column 2, 
items 4 and 5 show the actual service car miles run in 
1954. and in column 3 the estimate for 1955 which again 
is based in exactly the same way as the receipts; it is an 
estimate based upon experience and based upon known 
administrative decisions of the level of mileage for the 
year 1955. 

309. So far as the railways are concerned, that shows 
an increase, does it not, of something over 2-6 million 
miles? — There is an increase on the railways — London 
Transport’s railways — of rather over 2-6 million miles, 
which is due to increased ofl-peak services introduced in 
Central London in May, 1955, offset by some economies 
in mileage chiefly at week-ends, which were introduced 
partly in the course of 1954 and were not fully effective 
in that year, and partly in the course of 1955. I think 1 
made a mistake before when I said that the mileage was 
the 1955 estimate; it was the “B” Year estimate based 
upon known decisions at the time. It does not necessarily 
reflect the precise mileage for 1955. 

310. With regard to the road services mileage, one 

J there is expected to be a dcrease in “ B ” Year com- 
1 with 1954? — Yes, a decrease of about 10-7 million 
which in the main is due to planned reductions in 
:e on the central buses and the trolley buses to which 
James made reference, which were made outside the 
nyaximum period of the peaks in order to take account 
,uf falls in traffic that had taken place. There were also 
certain offsetting increases, notably an improvement in 
the level of what we call lost mileage, which is the short 
fall by which actual mileage is less than the scheduled 
mileage. The amount of lost mileage in 1954 was high 
on the central road services, mainly due to the shortage 
of staff, and there was also an allowance in respect of the 
partial bus strike from the 13th to the 19th October, 1954. 
There is a small amount of augmentation and development 
mileage. 

311. That is on central buses, is it? — That is on the 
central road services, yes, central buses and trolley buses. 

312. What is the position with regard to country buses 
and Green Line? — The country buses and Green Line 
coaches? There is a net increase of mileage in “ B ” 
Year compared with 1954. Some planned economies on 
the country buses being more than counterbalanced by 
augmentation and development mileage to lake account 
of the expanding population in the country area. 

313. Locking further down the table, one comes to items 
8 and 9, which are the service miles on British Railways 
London Lines? — Yes. 

314. Passenger services: there is an increase in the 
steam train miles? — There is a small increase in the steam 
train miles of 0-1 million. 

315. What is that due to in the main? — It is due in the 
main to an improved service on the Liverpool .Street- 
Enfield and the Liverpool .Street-Chingford lines of the 
Eastern Region. 

316. And then one sees there is also an increase, a 
slight increase, in the electric car miles? — There is a small 
increase of 0’7 million miles in the electric car miles which 
is due almost entirely to further stages of the scheme for 
introducing ten-car trains in place of 8-car trains on the 
Eastern .Section of the .Southern Region. 



{Adjourned till 10.30 tomorrow morning.) 
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LONDON TRANSPORT EXECUTIVE 



BTL 22 A 



Estimated Passenger Traffic Receipts (after Clearances)— Year 1955 (All Services) including New Fares from 5th June, 1955 



Week Ended 


1 

Estimate 


Actual 

Receipts 


Actual 

more (+) or less (— ) than Estimate 


Week 


Aggregate 


£’000 


£’000 


£’000 


£’000 


Per Cent. 


(1) 

January 9 

16 

23 

30 


(2) 

1,351 

1,354 

1,331 

1,295 


(3) 

1,318 

1,276 

1,321 

1,345 


(4) 

- 33 

- 78 

- 10 
+ 50 


(5) 

-111 
-121 
- 71 


(6) 

-41 

-30 

-1-3 


February 6 

13 

20 (partial bus strike) 

27 


1,291 

1,326 

1,338 

1,365 


1,353 

1,332 

1,291 

1,306 


+ 62 
+ 6 

- 47 

- 59 


- 9 

- 3 

- 50 
-109 


- 1 

- -5 

-10 


March 6 

13 

20 

27 


1,373 

1,378 

1,382 

1,394 


1,350 

1,352 

1,392 

1,376 


- 23 

- 26 
+ 10 
- 18 


-132 

-158 

-148 

-166 


-11 

-1-2 

-10 

-10 


April 3 

10 (Good Friday) 

17 (Easter Monday) 

24 


1,384 

1,365 

1,391 

1,405 


1,390 

1,367 

1,428 

1,428 


+ 6 
+ 2 
+ 37 
+ 23 


-160 
' -158 
-121 
- 98 


- -9 

- -8 
- -6 
- -5 


May 1 

8 (partial bus strike) *■ 

15 J- 

22 ^ 


1,428 

1.435 

1.436 
1,440 


1,407 

1,398 

1,411 

1,401 


- 21 

- 37 

- 25 

- 39 


-119 

-156 

-181 

-220 


- -5 

- -6 

- '7 

- -8 


May 29 

June 5 (Whit Monday) 

12 

19 


1,462 

1,451 

1,505 

1,493 


1,445 

1,552 


- 17 
+ 101 


-237 

-136 


- -8 
- -4 


June 26 ... 

July 3 

10 

17 


1.490 

1.491 
1,483 
1,473 










July 24 

31 

August 7 (August Monday) ... 

14 


1,475 

1,526 

1,508 

1,472 










August 21 ... 

28 

September 4 

11 


1,458 

1,460 

1,464 

1,463 










September 18 

25 

October 2 ... 


1,462 

1,456 

1,449 

1,435 










October 16 

23 

30 

November 6 ... 


1,431 

1,437 

1,424 

1,411 










November 13 . ••• 

20 

27 

December 4 


1.408 
1,404 

1.409 
. 1,419 










December 11 

18 

25 (Christmas Day) 

January (56) 1 (Boxing Day) 


1,436 

1,461 

1,313 

1,270 










Total 

Add 2 days (1st and 2nd January, 1955) 

Deduct 1 day (1st January, 1956) 

Total 


73,761 

290 

101 


300 


+ 10 






73,950 
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